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September  14,  1982 


Seoretary  John  A.  Bewick 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Leverett  Sal tons tall  Building  -  20th  Floor 

Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Secretary  Bewick: 

It  is  our  pleasure  to  transmit  to  your  office  for  review,  the  Final  Environ- 
mental Impact  Report  (FEIR)  for  the  redevelopnent  of  Gonmonwealth  Pier  Five. 

As  you  know,  Massport  initiated  the  environmental  review  process  for  this 
project  over  a  year  ago,  early  in  our  efforts  to  redevelop  the  Pier  and 
prior  to  the  designation  of  a  specific  developer  for  the  site.  It  was  our 
goal  to  undertake  a  full  analysis  of  the  irrpacts  of  a  real  developrnent  pro- 
posal, early  enough  for  the  results  of  that  analysis  to  be  incorporated 
into  the  final  design  and  implementation  of  a  real  project.  Since  the  des- 
ignation of  FMR  Properties,  Inc.,  to  develop  BOSCQM  at  Ccxmonwealth  Pier 
BOSCOM  staff  and  consultants  have  worked  with  Massport  staff  and  consultants 
to  achieve  this  aim. 

The  result  is  an  environmental  irtpact  report  which  represents  our  joint  effort 
and  our  joint  conmitment  to  develop  a  project  at  Canmonwealth  Pier  that  is  not 
only  financially  viable  but  sensitive  to  the  environment  in  vAaich  it  will  be 
a  part.  Several  of  our  conmitments  bear  highlighting  here: 

.  Maritime  uses  will  be  expanded.  Modem  terminal  facilities 
and  berths  will  be  constructed,  capable  of  handling  increased 
numbers  of  cruise  ships  as  well  as  more  of  the  smaller  vessels 
that  service  commuters,  tourists  and  other  visitors  to  nearby 
New  England  ports.  The  facilities  will  be  integrated  with 
those  at  BOSCCM  so  that  both  can  function  in  an  efficient 
manner. 

.  The  general  public  will  have  access  to  the  views  from  the 
North  apron  of  Ccxtiraonwealth  Pier  for  the  first  time.  These 
spectacular  views  of  the  inner  harbor  and  Boston  skyline 
will  be  accessed  by  a  1,200  foot  long  pedestrian  way. 
Pedestrian  amentities  will  be  integrated  with  the  facili- 
ties planned  for  BOSCQM  users. 
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.  The  infrastructure  in  the  area  will  be  inproved.  Mast 
notably  the  old  sewer  line  in  the  area  will  be  replaced 
by  a  new  line  capable  of  servicing  not  only  the  antici- 
pated needs  of  BOSCCM  but  those  of  other  developnvents 
planned  for  the  South  Boston  peninsula  as  well.  This  work 
is  moving  forward  with  close  coordination  among  Massport, 
BOSCQM  and  Boston  Water  and  Sewer  Coimdssion  staff. 

.  The  historic  character  of  Camionwealth  Pier  will  be  pre- 
served. Rehabilitation  of  the  Pier  will  observe  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Historic  Rehab- 
ilitation, insuring  that  this  Boston  landmark  will  survive 
into  the  next  century. 

These  are  just  a  few  of  the  joint  camiitraents  of  Massport  and  BOSCOM  contained 
in  this  Final  Environmental  Inpact  Report. 

It  is  our  hope  that  review  of  this  document  can  occur  e}{peditiously.  Your 
staff  and  that  of  other  agencies  of  the  Commonwealth  have  been  in  close  can- 
munication  with  us  as  the  final  document  has  been  prepared.  Massport  staff 
and  consultants  and  those  of  BOSCOM  are  prepared  to  discuss  the  report  in 
detail  with  you  or  your  representatives,  if  this  would  prove  helpful. 

We  look  forward  to  the  successful  conclusion  of  the  environmental  review 
process  and  to  the  start  of  construction  of  BOSCCM  at  Commonweal th  Pier, 
shortly  thereafter. 


Very  truly  yours, 

MASSAC5«J3ETTS  PORT  Al^HORITY  y^  FMR  PROPERTIES,    INC. 


<^-^^%~ 


David  W.  Davis  G.  Daniel  Prigmore 

Executive  Director  President 
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Preface 


Located  on  the  South  Boston  waterfront.  Commonwealth  Pier 
Five  was  constructed  in  1914  as  part  of  an  effort  to 
revive  Boston's  maritime  cargo  activities.   The  Pier  was 
built  to  handle  break-bulk  cargo  and  as  a  docking 
facility  for  passenger  cruise  ships.   Its  structure 
reflects  this  historic  use:   two  1000'  long,  covered 
sheds  stretch  the  length  of  the  Pier,  surrounded  by  a  20 
foot  wide  pier  apron  capable  of  supporting  heavy  equip- 
ment.  The  Pier  entrance  (and  former  administrative 
offices)  consists  of  a  handsome  two-level  Headhouse  in  a 
Beaux  Art  architectural  style.   A  central  shed  was  added 
later  for  additional  Pier  space. 

Recent  changes  in  cargo  tranport  technology,  specifically 
the  use  of  containerized  cargo,  have  made  Commonwealth 
Pier  obsolete  for  maritime  cargo  shipping.   It  is  not 
practicable,  for  financial  and  technical  reasons,  to 
convert  the  Pier  into  a  facility  that  could  accommodate 
containerized  cargo;  Massport  has  made  investments  in 
containerized  cargo  facilities  elsewhere  in  the  South 
Boston  waterfront  area.   Only  one  of  the  original  mari- 
time uses  of  the  Pier — cruise  ship  docking — remains 
active.   Commonwealth  Pier  has  lost  its  primary  original 
function,  and  today,  75%  of  the  Pier  is  vacant.   The  Pier 
structure  is  deteriorating  and  badly  in  need  of  repair. 
The  remaining  uses  of  the  Pier,  including  cruise  ship  and 
excursion  boat  docking,  warehousing,  and  an  exhibition 
hall,  will  have  to  be  discontinued  unless  substantial 
investments  in  repairs  are  forthcoming,  but  these 
existing  uses  do  not  generate  revenues  sufficient  to 
justify  those  investments. 

Commonwealth  Pier  is  owned  and  operated  by  the  Massachu- 
setts Port  Authority  (Massport).   In  recent  years.  Mass- 
port  has  undertaken  several  studies  to  determine  the  best 
course  of  action  for  the  Pier.   The  condition  of  the 
Pier's  physical  structure  and  the  capacity  of  the  exist- 
ing utilities  in  the  area  were  examined,  and  the  feasi- 
bility of  several  reuse  options  were  studied.   Based  on 
this  information,  the  decision  was  made  to  renovate  and 
redevelop  Commonwealth  Pier  to  support  higher  intensity 
uses.   After  an  extensive  solicitation  and  selection 
process,  the  FMR  Properties,  Inc.  (FMR)  proposal  was 
selected.   FMR  is  a  Boston  based  company  and  is  part  of 
the  Fidelity  organization.   FMR  has  been  involved  in  the 
successful  renovation  and  redevelopment  of  a  large  number 
of  older  buildings  and  historic  structures  in  Boston  over 
the  past  few  years. 


The  proposal  submitted  by  FMR  contemplates  the  rehabili- 
tation and  redevelopment  of  Commonwealth  Pier  for  use  as 
a  high  technology  trade  mart  of  international  marketing 
importance.   This  trade  mart  will  be  called  BOSCOM.   The 
need  for  a  marketing  center  for  high  technology  products 
has  been  demonstrated.   Given  the  importance  and  leader- 
ship of  the  high  technology  industry  located  in  the 
greater  Boston  area,  Boston  represents  a  strong  and  logi- 
cal choice  for  such  a  trade  mart.   BOSCOM  will  include 
permanent  and  temporary  exhibition  space  for  computer  and 
other  high  technology  products,  as  well  as  conference  and 
office  space,  parking,  and  restaurants.   This  redevelop- 
ment plan  also  includes  enhancement  of  existing  maritime 
uses  at  the  Pier.   This  first  phase  of  the  project  is 
scheduled  to  open  in  1983-1984.   A  later  phase  includes 
the  addition  of  a  hotel. 

As  a  major  attraction  and  magnet  for  the  international 
high  technology  industry,  BOSCOM  will  be  of  critical 
importance  in  maintaining  Boston  and  the  New  England 
region's  pre-eminence  in  the  high  technology  field. 
BOSCOM  will  also  represent  a  crucial  step  in  the  economic 
revitalization  and  reuse  of  a  large  section  of  the  South 
Boston  waterfront. 

This  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  is  submitted 
as  partial  fulfillment  of  the  requirements  of  the  Massa- 
chusetts Environmental  Policy  Act  (MEPA)  for  the  redevel- 
opment of  Commonwealth  Pier.   The  contents  of  this  EIR 
are  based  upon  MEPA  guidelines,  the  Draft  EIR  and  the 
Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Executive  Office  of 
Environmental  Affairs,  August  16,  1982. 

This  EIR  has  been  prepared  for  Massport,  the  project 
proponent.   Massport,  FMR  Properties,  Inc.,  and  the 
authors  wish  to  thank  the  numerous  state  and  city  agency 
representatives,  developers,  property  owners,  members  of 
the  South  Boston  community,  and  other  concerned  parties 
for  their  continuing  and  constructive  comments  on  this 
project. 
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Summary 


COMMONWEALTH  PIER  FIVE        This  Environmental  Impact  Report  discusses  three 
MIXED-USE  DEVELOPMENT         alternative  uses  for  Commonwealth  Pier,  a  Massport 
(EOEA  #4133)  property  located  on  the  South  Boston  waterfront,  in 

Suffolk  County,  Boston. 


Alternative  #1  -  No-Build.  This  alternative  would  leave 
the  present  structures  and  uses  as  they  are.   The  Pier 
structure  consists  of  three  two-story  parallel  sheds 
joined  together  and  surrounded  by  a  20  foot  apron,   and  a 
four-floor  Headhouse.   Presently,  the  structure  contains 
850,000  square  feet  which  is  largely  vacant  with  the 
exception  of  limited  warehousing,  and  intermittent  exhi- 
bition and  cruise  ship  docking  uses.   The  structure  is  in 
deteriorating  condition,  and  because  the  building  is 
under-utilized,  Commonwealth  Pier  is  not  economically 
self-sustaining.   If  this  alternative  is  chosen,  the 
deterioration  of  the  Pier  substructure  and  shed  roofs 
will  continue,  eventually  precluding  the  utilization  of 
the  property  for  even  its  present  low  level  of  activity. 

Alternative  #2  -  Preliminary  Development  Concept.  This 
proposal  was  developed  by  Massport  as  an  illustration  of 
a  potential  high  intensity  mixed-use  redevelopment  of 
Commonwealth  Pier.   A  prospectus  based  on  the  Preliminary 
Development  Concept  was  used  by  Massport  as  part  of  a 
program  to  solicit  responses  from  prospective  devel- 
opers.  The  Preliminary  Development  Concept  was  also  used 
to  characterize  the  project  in  the  Environmental  Notifi- 
cation Form  (ENF) .   As  part  of  this  high-intensity 
redevelopment  concept,  it  was  assumed  that  the  Headhouse 
and  shed  structures  would  be  renovated,  with  ] iraited 
demolition  of  part  of  the  central  shed,  and  an  office 
tower  would  be  constructed  at  the  north  end  of  the  Pier. 
The  Pier  would  house  a  mixed-use  development,  inc]uding 
office  use,  high  technology  marketing  and  exhibition 
space,  retail,  parking,  hotel,  and  restaurants. 

Alternative  #3  -  BOSCOM.  This  alternative  calls  for  the 
long-term  lease  of  Commonwealth  Pier  to  FMR  Properties, 
Inc.  for  rehabilitation  and  subsequent  reuse  as  a  market- 
ing center  for  the  computer  and  communications  equipment 
industry.   The  project,  BOSCCM  (the  Boston  Computer  and 
Communications  Market  Center) ,  will  include  exhibition 
space,  display  space  for  computer  and  other  high  technol- 
ogy products,  conference  facilities,  offices,  a  hotel  and 
restaurants.   The  BOSCOM  project  includes  construction  of 
a  hotel  rather  than  an  office  tower  on  the  Pier's 
northern  end,  with  a  smaller,  more  stepped  down  massing 
than  the  Preliminary  Development  Concept.  The  historic 
Headhouse  and  shed  structures  will  be 
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renovated,  with  limited  demolition  of  part  of  the  central 
shed.   Provision  will  be  made  for  compatible  water- 
dependent  uses:   cruise  ship  and  excursion  boat  dockinq 
facilities  will  be  upgraded,  and  Massport  will  retain 
control  of  the  apron  and  will  encourage  maritime  activi- 
ties.  The  BOSCXDM  project  provides  for  greater  maritime 
activities  and  public  access  to  the  waterfront  than  the 
other  Alternatives. 

BOSCOM  is  the  preferred  alternative,  and  is  in  keeping 
with  Massport 's  policy  of  revitalizing  obsolete  piers  on 
its  waterfront  property.   In  conjunction  with  Massport's 
investments  in  new  cargo  terminals  elsewhere  on  the 
waterfront,  the  redevelopment  and  reuse  of  Commonwealth 
Pier  is  part  of  Massport's  efforts  to  promote  commerce 
and  job-creating  activities  in  the  region. 


Massachusetts  Port  Authority  (Massport) 
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SUMMARY  OF  ENV I RO CENTAL 
ISSUES 


Please  refer  to  Chapter  IV  for  more  information  on  these 
impacts.   For  Transportation,  please  see  Appendix  1  for 
additional  discussion. 


Transportation 

The  expected  redevelopment  of  the  South  Boston  waterfront 
and  adjacent  properties  will  substantially  increase 
vehicle  activity  in  that  area  by  1987.   The  forecast  year 
1987  was  used  for  the  transportation  and  other  impact 
analyses  because  it  provides  a  more  practical  baseline 
against  which  to  assess  project  alternatives.   In  1987, 
much  of  the  planned  South  Boston  development  will  be 
fully  operational,  and  a  more  realistic  "snapshot"  of 
operations  at  BOSCOM  can  be  assessed.   The  use  of  1987  as 
a  forecast  year  creates  a  series  of  more  conservative 
assumptions  and  criteria  for  impact  assessment,  and  this 
change  has  been  approved  by  the  MEPA  staff.   Of  the  three 
alternatives  studied  in  this  report,  only  the  No-Build 
Alternative  would  not  contribute  to  1987  levels  of 
congestion  in  this  area.   Both  the  Preliminary  Develop- 
ment Concept  and  BOSCOM  Alternatives  would  add  to  conges- 
tion, but  in  both  cases,  project-related  traffic  incre- 
ments are  small  when  compared  to  baseline  (1987) 
conditions  caused  by  other  South  Boston  waterfront 
redevelopment  initiatives.   Under  any  of  the  three 
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alternatives,  drivers  along  the  major  arterial  roadways 
serving  the  study  area  would  experience  peak  period 
congestion.   Of  the  two  build  alternatives,  new  traffic 
generated  by  the  Preliminary  Development  Concept 
(estimated  at  5,768  daily  auto  trips)  is  higher  than  that 
estimated  for  the  BOSCOM  project  (2,350  daily  auto  trips). 

A  total  of  14  key  intersections  were  identified  and 
studied  to  determine  the  traffic  impacts  of  the  three 
alternatives  under  morning  and  afternoon  peak  hour 
conditions.   Intersection  level  of  service  decreases  from 
the  1987  No-Build  Alternative  with  the  Preliminary 
Development  Concept  would  occur  at  the  intersections  of 
Northern  Avenue  and  Atlantic  Avenue,  Congress  Street  and 
Atlantic  Avenue,  Broadway  and  Albany  Street,  West 
Broadway  and  D  Street,  Old  Colony  and  D  street  in  the 
morning  peak  hours;  and  Viaduct  Street  and  Summer  Street, 
West  Broadway  and  A  Street  and  Broadway  and  Albany  Street 
during  afternoon  peak  hours.  The  Summer  Street/Atlantic 
Avenue  intersection  in  Dewey  Square  will  operate  under 
capacity  conditions  during  the  morning  and  afternoon  peak 
hours.   Both  the  Northern  Avenue  intersection  and  the 
Summer  Street  intersection  with  Atlantic  Avenue  would 
operate  at  capacity  during  the  afternoon  peak  hours.   The 
BOSCOM  project  will  also  cause  some  decrease  in  the  level 
of  service  at  some  intersections,  but  will  have  less 
impact  than  the  Preliminary  Development  Concept.   Level 
of  service  decreases  due  to  BOSCOM  would  be  expected  at 
Congress  Street  and  Atlantic  Avenue,  and  Broadway  and 
Albany  Street  in  the  morning  peak  hours,  and  at  West 
Broadway  and  A  Street  in  the  afternoon  peak  hours. 
Again,  during  the  afternoon  peak  hour,  capacity  condi- 
tions would  occur  at  the  three  intersections  along 
Atlantic  Avenue:   Summer  Street,  Congress  Street,  and 
Northern  Avenue;  and  at  the  Broadway  Bridge/Frontage  Roari 
intersection.   During  the  morning  peak  hour,  only  the 
Broadway  Bridge/Frontage  Road  intersection  will  operate 
at  capacity  under  the  BOSCOM  Alternative. 

The  most  significant  and  visible  impacts  would  most 
likely  occur  at  existing  Fort  Point  Channel  crossings  and 
adjacent  intersections.   To  reduce  the  impact  of  the 
Commonwealth  Pier  project  and  to  help  the  transportation 
system  accommodate  additional  background  traffic,  several 
mitigating  measures  have  been  identified.   Major 
mitigating  measures  include  the  operation  of  shuttle  bus 
service  between  the  major  downtown  Boston  hotels  and 
Commonwealth  Pier  to  serve  BOSCOM  visitors:  development 
of  a  parking  pricing  policy  to  discourage  automobile 
usage;  improvements  to  MBTA  bus  routes  now  serving  the 
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site;  and  intersection  improvements  at  the  Congress 
Street/Atlantic  Avenue  intersection. 

Air  Quality 

A  new  air  quality  analysis  was  completed  for  the  Final 
EIR  using  the  EPA  Indirect  Source  Guideline  technique  to 
predict  concentrations  at  selected  intersections, 
supplemented  by  a  set  of  assumptions  specified  by  DEOE. 
Carbon  Monoxide  (CO)  levels  were  estimated  for  all 
project  alternatives  for  existing  and  future  conditions, 
including  future  development  on  the  South  Boston 
waterfront  area  by  1987.   The  results  of  the  study 
indicate  the  proposed  redevelopment  project  will  not 
significantly  affect  the  attainment  or  maintenance  of 
state  and  Federal  standards  for  CO.   However,  violations 
of  1-hour  and  8-hour  standards  are  predicted  to  occur  in 
1987  at  intersections  near  the  Central  Artery,  even  with 
the  No-Build  Alternative,  and  several  recommendations  for 
mitigation  measures  are  analyzed  here. 

Historic  Significance 

The  No-Build  Alternative  would  not  change  the  historic 
Headhouse  or  shed  buildings,  but  neither  would  it  prevent 
the  continued  deterioration  of  those  buildings. 

The  Preliminary  Development  Concept  includes  plans  to 
renovate  the  Headhouse  and  shed  structures.   However, 
according  to  a  memorandum  of  May,  1981  from  the  Heritage 
Conservation  and  Recreation  Service  of  the  Department  of 
Interior,  the  design  does  not  conform  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior's  "Standards  for  Rehabilitation"  in  that  the 
height  and  bulk  of  the  proposed  office  tower  would  be 
incompatible  with  the  size,  scale,  and  character  of  the 
Pier.   The  height  of  the  proposed  office  tower  and 
substantial  changes  in  the  elevations  of  the  exterior 
shed  walls  would  change  the  distinctive  qualities  of  the 
Pier. 

The  BOSCOM  project  calls  for  the  construction  of  a  lower 
building  at  the  north  end  of  the  Pier  than  does  the 
Preliminary  Development  Concept,  and  would  include 
rehabilitation  of  the  Headhouse  and  shed  structures.   FWR 
Properties,  Inc.  will  seek  a  certification  of  historic 
rehabilitation  for  the  BOSCOM  project.   The  design 
objective  is  to  conform  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  of  historic 
structures. 
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alternatives,  drivers  along  the  major  arterial  roadways 
serving  the  study  area  would  experience  peak  period 
congestion.   Of  the  two  build  alternatives,  new  traffic 
generated  by  the  Preliminary  Development  Concept 
(estimated  at  5,768  daily  auto  trips)  is  higher  than  that 
estimated  for  the  BOSOOM  project  (2,350  daily  auto  trips). 

A  total  of  14  key  intersections  were  identified  and 
studied  to  determine  the  traffic  impacts  of  the  three 
alternatives  under  morning  and  afternoon  peak  hour 
conditions.   Intersection  level  of  service  decreases  from 
the  1987  No-Build  Alternative  with  the  Preliminary 
Development  Concept  would  occur  at  the  intersections  of 
Northern  Avenue  and  Atlantic  Avenue,  Congress  Street  and 
Atlantic  Avenue,  Broadway  and  Albany  Street,  West 
Broadway  and  D  Street,  Old  Colony  and  D  street  in  the 
morning  peak  hours;  and  Viaduct  Street  and  Summer  Street, 
West  Broadway  and  A  Street  and  Broadway  and  Albany  Street 
during  afternoon  peak  hours.   The  Summer  Street/Atlantic 
Avenue  intersection  in  Dewey  Square  will  operate  under 
capacity  conditions  during  the  morning  and  afternoon  peak 
hours.   Both  the  Northern  Avenue  intersection  and  the 
Summer  Street  intersection  with  Atlantic  Avenue  would 
operate  at  capacity  during  the  afternoon  peak  hours.   The 
BOSCOM  project  will  also  cause  some  decrease  in  the  level 
of  service  at  some  intersections,  but  will  have  less 
impact  than  the  Preliminary  Development  Concept.   Level 
of  service  decreases  due  to  BOSCOM  would  be  expected  at 
Congress  Street  and  Atlantic  Avenue,  and  Broadway  and 
Albany  Street  in  the  morning  peak  hours,  and  at  West 
Broadway  and  A  Street  in  the  afternoon  peak  hours. 
Again,  during  the  afternoon  peak  hour,  capacity  condi- 
tions would  occur  at  the  three  intersections  along 
Atlantic  Avenue:   Summer  Street,  Congress  Street,  and 
Northern  Avenue;  and  at  the  Broadway  Bridge/Frontage  Road 
intersection.   During  the  morning  peak  hour,  only  the 
Broadway  Bridge/Frontage  Road  intersection  will  operate 
at  capacity  under  the  BOSCOM  Alternative. 

The  most  significant  and  visible  impacts  would  most 
likely  occur  at  existing  Fort  Point  Channel  crossings  and 
adjacent  intersections.   To  reduce  the  impact  of  the 
Commonwealth  Pier  project  and  to  help  the  transportation 
system  accommodate  additional  background  traffic,  several 
mitigating  measures  have  been  identified.   Major 
mitigating  measures  include  the  operation  of  shuttle  bus 
service  between  the  major  downtown  Boston  hotels  and 
Commonwealth  Pier  to  serve  BOSCOM  visitors;  development 
of  a  parking  pricing  policy  to  discourage  automobile 
usage;  improvements  to  MBTA  bus  routes  now  serving  the 
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site;  and  intersection  improvements  at  the  Congress 
Street/Atlantic  Avenue  intersection. 

Air  Quality 

A  new  air  quality  analysis  was  completed  for  the  Final 
EIR  using  the  EPA  Indirect  Source  Guideline  technique  to 
predict  concentrations  at  selected  intersections, 
supplemented  by  a  set  of  assumptions  specified  by  DEOE. 
Carbon  Monoxide  (CO)  levels  were  estimated  for  all 
project  alternatives  for  existing  and  future  conditions, 
including  future  development  on  the  South  Boston 
waterfront  area  by  1987.   The  results  of  the  study 
indicate  the  proposed  redevelopment  project  will  not 
significantly  affect  the  attainment  or  maintenance  of 
state  and  Federal  standards  for  CO.   However,  violations 
of  1-hour  and  8-hour  standards  are  predicted  to  occur  in 
1987  at  intersections  near  the  Central  Artery,  even  with 
the  No-Build  Alternative,  and  several  recommendations  for 
mitigation  measures  are  analyzed  here. 

Historic  Significance 

The  No-Build  Alternative  would  not  change  the  historic 
Headhouse  or  shed  buildings,  but  neither  would  it  prevent 
the  continued  deterioration  of  those  buildings. 

The  Preliminary  Development  Concept  includes  plans  to 
renovate  the  Headhouse  and  shed  structures.   However, 
according  to  a  memorandum  of  May,  1981  from  the  Heritage 
Conservation  and  Recreation  Service  of  the  Department  of 
Interior,  the  design  does  not  conform  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior's  "Standards  for  Rehabilitation"  in  that  the 
height  and  bulk  of  the  proposed  office  tower  would  be 
incompatible  with  the  size,  scale,  and  character  of  the 
Pier.   The  height  of  the  proposed  office  tower  and 
substantial  changes  in  the  elevations  of  the  exterior 
shed  walls  would  change  the  distinctive  qualities  of  the 
Pier. 

The  BOSCOM  project  calls  for  the  construction  of  a  lower 
building  at  the  north  end  of  the  Pier  than  does  the 
Preliminary  Development  Concept,  and  would  include 
rehabilitation  of  the  Headhouse  and  shed  structures.   FWR 
Properties,  Inc.  will  seek  a  certification  of  historic 
rehabilitation  for  the  BOSCOM  project.   The  design 
objective  is  to  conform  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  of  historic 
structures. 
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Maritime  Activities 

Conunonwealth  Pier  was  originally  built  to  handle 
break-bulk  cargo  shipped  in  crates  and  barrels,  and  to 
accommodate  cruise  ship  usage.  With  the  advent  of 
containerization  of  cargo  in  the  1950 's,  the  break-bulk 
method  of  cargo-shipping  declined  to  the  extent  that 
little  maritime  cargo  is  now  handled  at  the  Pier.   Given 
the  physical  design  of  the  Pier  structure,  conversion  to 
a  containerized  cargo  facility  would  not  be  feasible  from 
an  economic  or  a  design  standpoint.   Cruise  ship 
operations  still  occur  at  the  Pier;  however,  the 
facilities  have  deteriorated  over  the  years. 

The  No-Build  Alternative  would  have  no  immediate  impact 
on  existing  maritime  activities  at  Commonwealth  Pier. 
However,  the  continued  deterioration  of  the  Pier 
structure  and  the  shed  roof  would  erode  the  Pier's 
usefulness  for  maritime  activities  in  the  future. 

The  Preliminary  Development  Concept  would  also  continue 
the  present  level  of  maritime  use  which  consists 
primarily  of  cruise  ship  and  excursion  boat  docking. 
This  alternative  would  generate  revenues  needed  to  make 
repairs  necessary  to  sustain  these  uses. 

The  BOSCOM  project  calls  for  the  rehabilitation  and 
expansion  of  the  Pier's  ship  docking  facilities.   Plans 
include  construction  of  modern  cruise  ship  docking 
facilities  and  moving  cruise  ship  docking  activities  from 
the  west  (downtown)  side  to  the  east  side  of  the  Pier. 
Berthing  facilities  would  be  expanded  on  the  west  side 
for  excursion  boats  and,  potentially,  commuter  boats  and 
water  taxis.   Space  will  be  provided  inside  the  structure 
for  a  cruise  ship  terminal  on  two  levels  of  the  east 
shed,  and  for  office  terminal  facilities  for  users  of  the 
west  apron  berthing  area. 

At  present,  Corenco,  a  company  which  processes  tallow,  is 
located  across  Northern  Avenue  from  Commonwealth  Pier, 
and  uses  a  pipe  to  transport  its  product  to  freighters 
that  dock  at  the  Pier.   Under  both  Build  Alternatives 
(the  Preliminary  Developtient  Concept  and  the  BOSCOM 
project)  Corenco  would  relocate  to  another  site  in  the 
waterfront  area.   Corenco's  lease  expires  in  1982. 
Massport  has  offered  to  lease  Corenco  an  alternative  site. 
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Foreign  Trade  Zone 

Under  the  No-Build  alternative,  the  operation  of  the 
Foreign  Trade  Zone  (FTZ)  on  Commonwealth  Pier  (40,000 
square  feet  of  warehousing)  would  continue  in  the 
short-term.   However,  in  the  long-term,  the  deterioration 
of  the  Pier  structure  and  shed  roof  may  cause  this 
operation  to  be  discontinued. 

Both  the  Preliminary  Development  Concept  and  the  BOSCOM 
project  include  the  option  of  continuing  the  use  of  the 
FTZ  on  Commonwealth  Pier.   FMR  has  expressed  interest  in 
maintaining  the  FTZ  in  connection  with  its  computer  trade 
mart  activities.   However,  use  of  the  FTZ  at  the  Pier  is 
not  a  critical  component  of  BOSCOM  plans.   Massport  will 
retain  its  FTZ  license  and  apply  it  elsewhere  in  the 
region. 

Massport 's  license  to  operate  an  FTZ  also  includes 
Commonwealth  Flats,  a  building  in  the  Boston  Marine 
Industrial  Park  and  a  subzone  in  Fall  River.   Additional 
sites  at  the  Quincy  Shipyard  and  Logan  Airport  are 
currently  being  considered. 

Public  Access 

At  present,  the  public  is  largely  restricted  from  most 
areas  of  Commonwealth  Pier  for  reasons  of  public  safety 
and  site  security.   Cruise  ship  and  excursion  boat 
patrons  have  limited  access  to  boarding  areas.   During 
shows  in  the  exhibition  hall,  the  public  is  admitted  to  a 
small  section  of  the  Pier.   Access  to  the  apron  is 
restricted  due  to  safety  considerations.   This  situation 
would  continue  under  the  No-Build  alternative,  until  the 
time  when  deterioration  of  the  Pier  and  shed  structures 
would  cause  the  discontinuation  of  the  Pier's  present 
functions. 

The  Preliminary  Development  Concept  allows  access  to  the 
Pier  for  patrons  of  the  cruise  ships  and  excursion  boats 
only. 

The  BOSCOM  project  includes  plans  to  increase  public 
access  to  the  Pier,  and  plans  to  improve  pedestrian 
amenities  along  Northern  Avenue.   Massport  will  retain 
control  of  the  Pier  apron,  and  has  committed  to 
encouraging  public  access  along  the  west  apron  and  the 
northern  apron  of  the  Pier  allowing  views  of  the  Harbor, 
airport,  downtown,  and  the  adjacent  Fish  Pier 
activities.   Massport  also  has  plans  to  improve  the 
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streetscape  along  Northern  Avenue.   These  changes 
constitute  a  significant  improvement  in  public  access  to 
this  area  of  the  Boston  waterfront. 

Utilities 

Utilities  supplied  to  Commonwealth  Pier,  including  water, 
sewerage,  storm  drainage  and  electricity,  are  adequate 
for  its  present  uses.   Therefore,  no  changes  would  be 
necessary  if  the  No-Build  alternative  is  chosen. 

The  sewer  collection  system  which  serves  Commonwealth 
Pier  will  require  improvements  as  part  of  either  of  the 
Build  Alternatives — the  Preliminary  Design  Concept  or  the 
BOSCOM  project.   Massport  has  plans  to  rebuild  the  sewer 
system  presently  serving  its  Northern  Avenue  properties, 
and  is  committed  to  working  with  the  Boston  Water  and 
Sewer  Commission  to  improve  sewer  facilities  for 
Commonwealth  Pier  over  the  next  twenty-four  months  in 
conjunction  with  the  BOSCOM  project.  Even  without  new 
uses  at  Commonwealth  Pier,  other  development  in  the  South 
Boston  waterfront  area  will  necessitate  improvements  in 
the  sewer  collection  system.   Other  localized 
improvements  in  the  electrical  service  will  be  considered 
as  the  project  proceeds,  and  these  will  be  coordinated 
with  Boston  Edison. 

The  No-Build  Alternative  would  not  modify  the  Pier's 
present  storm  drainage  system,  which  discharges  into 
Boston  Harbor.   While  either  of  the  proposed  Build 
Alternatives  would  result  in  minor  modifications  to  the 
Pier's  present  drainage  patterns,  there  would  be  little 
effect  on  the  volume  of  discharge.   As  part  of  the  BOSCOM 
project,  Massport  will  upgrade  storm  drainage  from  the 
site,  adding  grease  and  oil  traps  to  the  drainage  system 
in  order  to  reduce  the  discharge  of  polluted  runoff  into 
the  harbor. 

Noise 

Commonwealth  Pier  is  located  in  an  area  effected  by 
aircraft  noise  from  Logan  International  Airport — 
specifically,  jet  departures  on  Runway  27.   Noise 
contours  developed  according  to  EPA  procedures  show  the 
site  in  the  70  Ldn  (Day/Night  average  sound  levels) 
contour.   This  requires  noise  attenuation  for  the  uses 
proposed  within  the  BOSCOM  complex.   BOSCOM  has  retained 
Bolt  Beranek  and  Newman,  Inc.  to  assist  in  the 
development  of  noise  reduction  goals,  and  to  recommend 
materials  which  can  achieve  the  needed  reduction.   This 
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reduction  will  satisfy  FAA  guidelines  for  compatible  land 
use. 

Airspace 

The  location  and  height  of  the  BOSCOM  facility,  including 
the  proposed  hotel,  is  not  within  the  criteria  which 
require  FAA  review  for  potential  conflict  with  airport 
operations.   However,  Massport  has  filed  a  notice  with 
FAA  and  has  requested  a  ruling  to  assure  that  no  conflict 
with  present  or  future  operations  will  occur. 

Construction 

Several  short-term  impacts  may  result  from  construction 
of  BOSOOM.   During  construction,  the  increased  number  of 
trucks  and  heavy  equipment  operations  in  the  area  of 
Commonwealth  Pier  may  cause  some  congestion.   Roads  in 
the  area  are  sufficiently  wide  to  accommodate  these 
vehicles  without  road  closures,  although  individual  lanes 
may  be  temporarily  obstructed  during  the  course  of  the 
project.   Construction  will  also  cause  emissions  of  air 
pollutants,  especially  particulates  emitted  during  the 
limited  demolition  of  the  central  shed.   Measures  to 
mitigate  this  include  wetting  exposed  areas  and  covering 
dust  producing  materials  during  demolition,  and  during 
the  transport  of  demolition  materials. 

It  is  expected  that  construction  will  have  only  minor 
effects  on  maritime  activities  at  the  Pier.   Cruise  ship 
and  excursion  boat  docking  may  be  relocated  during 
construction,  and  some  scheduling  conflicts  may  arise. 

Public  access  will  not  be  decreased  from  current 
limitations  during  construction,  although  the  increased 
noise,  heavy  equipment  traffic  and  dust  may  discourage 
pedestrian  activities  in  the  immediate  area  of  the 
construction  site.   However,  these  will  be  short-term 
effects. 

Cooperation  will  be  necessary  between  the  contractor,  the 
developer,  Massport,  and  the  various  public  utility 
companies,  including  Boston  Gas,  Boston  Edison,  and  the 
Boston  Water  and  Sewer  Commission,  to  avoid  or  minimize 
short-term  interruptions  in  service  to  the  area  during 
service  hook-ups  to  Commonwealth  Pier.   Disposal  of 
rubble  and  other  construction  related  waste  material  will 
be  the  responsibility  of  the  contractor.   The  contractor 
will  be  required  to  submit  a  designated  disposal  site 
where  these  materials  will  be  taken. 
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MODIFICATIONS  TO  DRAFT  EIR  Additions  to  and  modifications  of  the  Draft  EIR  were  made 
IN  RESPONSE  TO  SECRETARY'S  in  order  for  the  Final  EIR  to  comply  with  the  Certificate 
CERTIFICATE  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Executive  Office  of  Environ- 

mental Affairs  (EOEA) . 

Traffic  —  In  response  to  questions  raised  by  MEPA,  a 
new  section  on  Transportation  was  added  at  the  end  of 
the  Transportation  Analysis  section  of  Chapter  IV.   (See 
pages  80  to  96.) 

Air  Quality  —  A  new  air  quality  analysis  was  completed 
and  is  reflected  in  the  section  in  Chapter  IV  on  Air 
Quality.   (See  pages  97  to  112.) 

Public  Access  —  more  detailed  commitment  by  Massport  to 
provide  Public  Access  to  Commonwealth  Pier  is  presented 
in  the  Public  Access  section  of  Chapter  IV.   (See  pages 
133  to  140.) 

Hotel  —  An  expanded  discussion  of  the  BOSCOM 
Development  Program,  including  hotel  and  restaurant 
facilities,  can  be  found  in  Chapter  III  -  Description  of 
Alternatives,  Alternative  3:   BOSCOM.   (See  pages  32  to 
52.) 

Maritime  Use;  Foreign  Trade  Zone  —  Modifications  to  the 
Draft  EIR  can  be  found  in  the  sections  on  Maritime  Use, 
Foreign  Trade  Zone  and  Historic  Significance  in  Chapter 
IV. 

Airspace;  Noise  ~  New  sections  on  airspace  and  noise 
were  added  to  Chapter  IV.   (See  pages  163  to  166  and  153 
to  162,  respectively.) 

Other  Modifications  from  the  Draft  EIR  —  Chapter  VT  - 
Comments  by  Reviewers,  contains  copies  of  letters  sent 
to  MEPA  in  reference  to  the  Draft  EIR,  and  response  to 
those  letters. 

Minor  modifications  and  edits  were  performed  in: 
Chapter  II  -  Project  Description  and  Context,  and 
Chapter  IV  -  Environmental  Issues,  Public  Utilities 
section. 
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II  Project  Description 

and  Context 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION  Commonwealth  Pier  Five  is  a  Massport  property  located  on 

Boston  Harbor  at  the  South  Boston  waterfront,  the  fifth 
pier  along  the  South  Boston  waterfront  from  the  mouth  of 
the  Fort  Point  Channel  (see  Figures  II-l  and  II-2) . 
Built  in  1914,  it  consists  of  a  Headhouse  of  53,000 
square  feet  and  three  sheds  of  797,000  square  feet.  The 
building  is  presently  underutilized  and  deteriorating. 
The  Pier  itself  is  in  fair  condition,  although  it 
requires  some  structural  repairs.   Given  renovation,  the 
Pier  could  sustain  higher  levels  of  economic  utilization 
than  at  present. 

Commonwealth  Pier  was  originally  built  to  handle 
break-bulk  shipping  and  cruise  ship  operations. 
Break-bulk  shipping  has  been  replaced  by  containerized 
cargo  in  recent  years,  so  that  the  Pier's  freight 
handling  facilities  are  outdated,  and  long  distance 
passenger  travel  by  water  has  also  declined.  Massport 
operates  container  terminals  at  Castle  Island  and  in 
Charlestown,  and  has  plans  to  expand  the  capacity  to 
handle  containerized  cargo  elsewhere  in  South  Boston. 
Massport  has  determined  that  it  is  not  feasible  to 
convert  Commonwealth  Pier  to  a  container  terminal,  nor  is 
the  Pier  appropriate  for  handling  the  maritime  cargos 
that  are  forecasted  for  Boston  Harbor.  Therefore,  the 
Pier  has  no  marketable  use  as  a  maritime  freight  handling 
facility.   However,  the  Pier  will  continue  to  serve 
passenger  ships,  and  expanded  facilities  are  planned  to 
serve  cruise  vessels,  excursion  boats,  and  possibly  a 
water  taxi. 

The  proposed  action,  BOSCOM,  consists  of  the  long-term 
lease  of  the  Pier  to  FMR  for  subsequent  rehabilitation 
and  reuse.  The  historic  Headhouse  and  most  of  the 
enclosed  sheds  would  be  restored  for  use  as  a  trade-mart 
and  exhibition  area  for  the  high  technology  computer 
industry.   Also  planned  for  the  Pier  are  support  uses  for 
the  trade  mart  including  conference  facilities,  parking, 
restaurants,  office  space  and  a  hotel.   In  addition  to 
the  renovation  of  the  existing  buildings,  limited 
demolition  of  portions  of  the  central  shed  would  take 
place  and  a  mid-rise  building  will  be  constructed  on  the 
northern  end  of  the  Pier~a  500-room  hotel.   Cruise  ship 
operations  will  be  accommodated  in  new  docking  and 
passenger  handling  facilities  at  the  Pier.   Massport  will 
continue  to  maintain  and  operate  the  Pier  apron  to  insure 
that  maritime  activity  continues. 
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Figure    II-l 


USGS  Location  Plan 
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Figure  II-2 


Aerial  View  of  Commonwealth  Pier 
South  Boston,  and  Downtown 
Boston 


Commonwealth  Pier  is  located 
on  the  South  Boston  waterfront 
near  downtown  as  shown  in 
this  aerial  photo  looking 
west.   The  Pier  occupies  the 
lower  quarter  of  the  photo 
with  Northern  Avenue  running 
from  the  Headhouse  (bottom 
left)  past  piers  1-4  to  the 
Fort  Point  Channel  (upper 
middle  of  photo) .  Although 
much  of  this  part  of  the 
waterfront  area  is  currently 
vacant  and  used  for  parking, 
new  development  is  being  con- 
sidered for  significant 
portions  of  this  area. 


(c)  Aerie  1  Photos  of  New  England 
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The  proposed  design  for  the  Pier's  reuse  includes  a 
market  center  with  up  to  450,000  square  feet  of  permanent 
vendor  showrooms,  up  to  200,000  square  feet  of 
conference/convention  facilities,  and  350,000  square  feet 
of  space  for  support  facilities  within  the  existing 
building.   The  building  will  be  renovated  into  three  and 
a  half  levels  of  floor  space — one  full  additional  floor 
and  one  mezzanine  added  to  the  current  two  floors — 
totaling  1.1  million  square  feet,  at  a  cost  of  $84 
million.   The  new  construction  for  the  hotel  will  cost  an 
additional  $50  million. 

Construction  is  scheduled  to  begin  in  January  of  1983, 
and  a  partial  opening  of  BOSCOM  is  scheduled  for  late 
Fall  of  1983.   The  entire  project  will  be  open  by  July  of 
1984,  with  the  exception  of  the  mid-rise  hotel  building. 
The  demolition  and  foundation  work  which  precedes  the 
construction  of  the  hotel  will  be  completed  by  the 
opening  of  BOSCOM  in  1984,  and  the  lower  two  levels  of 
the  hotel  structure  will  be  complete  in  order  to  allow 
circulation  between  the  existing  shed  structures. 
Construction  of  the  hotel  structure  is  expected  to  begin 
in  1984. 

Project  Benefits 

The  BOSCOM  project  will  be  an  economic  boost  to  Boston 
and  the  New  England  region.   Boston  is  the  center  of  the 
East  Coast's  high  technology  industry,  with  over  40%  of 
the  U.S. /Canadian  market  for  high  technology  within  two 
hours  travel  time,  and  the  world's  largest  installed 
computer  base  within  400  miles.   Boston  is  also  a  world 
center  for  higher  learning,  with  over  100  universities 
and  colleges — "a  fertile  breeding  ground  for 
technological  innovation  and  its  application".   As  a  high 
technology  market-center  of  international  importance, 
BOSCOM  will  strengthen  Boston  and  the  region's 
pre-eminence  in  the  high  technology  industry.   In 
addition,  BOSCOM  will  generate  revenue  from  visitors,  and 
will  provide  employment  opportunities  within  the  city 
during  construction  and  project  operations. 

Redeveloping  Commonwealth  Pier  for  use  as  a  trade  mart 
for  the  high  technology  industry  will  benefit  Massport 
and  the  South  Boston  waterfront  area.  Without 
substantial  investment  in  renovation,  the  Pier's 
structure  will  continue  to  deteriorate,  and  its 
usefulness  for  maritime  and  non-maritime  activities  will 
diminish.   In  contrast,  the  proposed  development  would 
create  a  revenue-generating  property  at  Commonwealth 
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Pier,  to  the  benefit  of  Massport,  and  it  would  provide 
impetus  to  the  economic  revitalization  of  the  South 
Boston  waterfront  area.   Also,  the  project  would  require 
improvements  in  infrastructure  and  amenities  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  Pier,  improvements  Massport  is  committed 
to  make  or  assist  with  as  part  of  BOSCOM.  These 
improvements  will  enhance  the  value  of  adjacent 
properties  as  well. 

The  BOSCXDM  project  includes  the  expansion  of  the  Pier's 
current  maritime  usage.   Cruise  ship  docking  may  be  moved 
from  the  west  to  the  east  side,  and  docking  facilities 
will  be  expanded  to  serve  cruise  ships,  excursion  boats, 
and  possibly,  water  taxis. 

The  following  list  summarizes  the  benefits  of  BOSCOM  to 
Boston  and  the  New  England  region: 

o   Phase  I  construction  contracts  estimated  at  $85 
million  creating  1,500-2,000  construction  jobs. 

o   Creation  of  300-500  new  jobs  associated  with  BOSCOM 
operations. 

o   Payment  of  leasehold  taxes  to  the  City  of  Boston  by 
the  developer . 

o   Increased  revenue  for  Massport,  a  public  Authority. 

o   Establishes  Boston  as  the  international  marketing 
center  for  computers  and  other  high  technology 
industries. 

o   Enhancement  of  property  values  and  development 
potential  in  South  Boston. 

o   Improvement  of  South  Boston  utility  infrastructure. 

o   Expansion  of  maritime  use  of  the  Pier,  including 
modernization  of  cruise  ship  docking  facilities. 

o   Significant  improvement  in  public  access  to  the  South 
Boston  waterfront. 

o   Design  and  construction  of  streetscape  improvements 
to  Northern  Avenue  by  Massport  to  improve  the 
pedestrian  environment. 
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Rehabilitation  and  reuse  of  one  of  Boston's  important 
historic  and  architectural  resources.   Commonwealth 
Pier  is  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places. 


Commonwealth  Pier  is  part  of  approximately  600  acres  of 
waterfront  land  in  the  northern  section  of  South  Boston 
(See  Figure  II-3) .   Boston  Harbor  is  the  northern  and 
eastern  boundary;  First  Street  and  the  U.S.  Reserved 
Channel  are  the  southern  boundaries;  and  the  Fort  Point 
Channel  is  the  western  border.   Industrial,  warehousing, 
truck  and  rail  distribution,  institutional  and  commercial 
land-uses  predominate  (see  Figure  II-4) .   There  are 
several  large  vacant  or  near-vacant  parcels.   As  real 
estate  values  in  Boston  continue  to  rise,  this  large  area 
of  under-utilized  property  in  close  proximity  to  downtown 
Boston  has  experienced  substantial  land  development 
pressures.   In  some  sections  of  the  Fort  Point  Channel 
area,  vacant  manufacturing  and  warehouse  buildings  are 
being  converted  to  residential  and  office  use. 
Commercial  and  industrial  reuse  of  existing  buildings  is 
occurring  on  the  Boston  Fish  Pier  and  in  other  areas. 

For  the  purpose  of  evaluating  the  existing  and  potential 
development  in  the  vicinity  of  Commonwealth  Pier,  the 
South  Boston  waterfront  area  was  divided  into  10  areas  of 
similar  land  use  and  density  characteristics,  as  shown  In 
Figure  II-3.   The  development  potential  for  each  area  was 
determined  based  on  discussions  with  City  of  Boston 
officials  and  area  property  owners  and  developers,  and 
estimates  of  overall  development  trends  in  the  study  area 
were  made.   The  interviews  were  originally  conducted 
during  the  period  October-December,  1981.   Follow-up 
discussions  have  been  held  since  that  time  as  new 
information  became  available,  or  as  questions  concerning 
future  development  arose. 

This  analysis  was  based  on  a  forecast  year  of  1987. 
While  this  is  at  variance  with  the  Scoping  Report  which 
used  1985  as  a  forecast  year,  it  provides  a  more 
practical  baseline  against  which  to  assess  project 
alternatives.   In  1985,  little  of  the  development  which 
has  been  announced  for  the  area  will  be  fully 
operational.   By  1987,  the  redevelopment  of  the  area  will 
have  proceeded  further,  and  a  more  realistic  "snapshot" 
of  operations  at  BOSCOM  can  be  assessed.   The  use  of  1987 
as  a  forecast  year  creates  a  series  of  more  conservative 
assumptions  and  criteria  against  which  the  Alternatives 
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can  be  tested.  This  change  has  been  discussed  with  and 
approved  by  MEPA  staff. 

The  redevelopment  and  reuse  scenarios  for  each  subarea 
are  summarized  below. 

Area  1  consists  of  Massport  properties:   Commonwealth 
Pier,  Boston  Fish  Pier  and  Commonwealth  Flats;  and  houses 
several  businesses,  including  restaurants,  warehousing, 
fish  processing  plants,  a  tallow  holding  facility, 
parking,  and  retailers.   These  uses  will  all  continue  in 
the  immediate  short  term,  and  some  additional  office  use 
is  planned  for  the  Boston  Fish  Pier.   BOSCOM,  the  major 
mixed-use  redevelopment  project  proposed  for  Commonwealth 
Pier,  and  the  subject  of  this  Environmental  Impact 
Report,  is  included  in  this  area. 

Area  2  consists  of  Piers  1  through  4.   It  currently 
includes  a  large  restaurant  with  parking  on  Pier  4,  and 
parking  on  Piers  1-3.   A  high  density,  mixed-use 
residential  and  commercial  development  of  up  to  3.6 
million  square  feet  has  been  announced  for  this  area. 
The  proposed  redevelopment  includes  a  1,000  room  hotel, 
condominiums,  retail  space,  and  parking. 

Area  3,  a  property  formerly  owned  by  the  Penn  Central 
Railroad,  is  currently  a  surface  parking  lot.  The  likely 
long  term  scenario  for  this  area  is  a  new,  mixed-use 
commercial  and  industrial-related  developnent  of  between 
2  and  4  million  square  feet,  to  be  constructed  sometime 
before  the  year  2000. 

Areas  4  and  5  include  the  Boston  Wharf  Company  buildings 
of  roughly  4.3  million  square  feet  of  built  space.   More 
than  half  of  this  space  is  used  for  warehousing  and 
industrial-related  activities.   Several  buildings  have 
recently  been  converted  to  loft  apartments  and 
condominiums.   The  rate  at  which  this  type  of  conversion 
continues  in  the  next  5  years  will  depend  on  the 
perceived  demand  for  such  units. 

New  office  development  will  also  respond  to  Boston  and 
regional  market  demands.   Ultimately,  areas  4  and  5  could 
be  developed  into  a  mixed-use  (residential,  office, 
industrial)  complex  of  as  much  as  5-6  million  total 
square  feet. 
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Figure   II- 3 


Potential  Development  Areas 
in  South  Boston 
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Area  6  has  predominantly  Indus trial- related  land-uses, 
dominated  by  the  Gillette  Company.  This  area  is 
approximately  4  million  built  square  feet.   Land  use  is 
not  likely  to  change  significantly  over  the  next  10-20 
years. 

Area  7,  former  Penn  Central  Railroad  property,  is 
currently  used  for  parking,  transportation  (some  rail 
service  remains)  and  distribution.   These  uses  are  likely 
to  continue  over  the  next  5  to  10  years. 

Area  8  is  composed  of  a  mix  of  office,  commercial, 
industrial  and  storage  buildings  under  various 
ownership.   No  substantial  development  is  expected  in  the 
area  over  the  next  10  years,  although  its  long  term 
development  potential  might  be  significant. 

Areas  9  and  10  are  former  military  bases.   Some  parts  of 
these  areas  are  now  under  the  ownership  of  the  Boston 
Marine  Industrial  Park  or  Massport.   Other  parts  of  these 
areas  will  soon  be  transferred  to  those  entities.   The 
principal  uses  are  low  density  industrial  and  storage. 
These  uses  will  continue  to  dominate  the  area  over  the 
next  20  years,  with  some  expansion  of  manufacturing,  ship 
cargo  handling  facilities,  and  foreign  car  import 
activities. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  Environmental  Impact  Report,  an 
attempt  was  made  to  quantify  the  expected  development  in 
subareas  1-10.   These  forecasts  (to  the  year  1987)  are  of 
particular  relevance  to  the  traffic  impact  assessment 
(Chapter  IV  and  Appendix  1) ,  making  it  possible  to 
predict  "background"  traffic  levels  exclusive  of  the 
proposed  project  for  Commonwealth  Pier.   The  table  below 
summarizes  information  about  new  development  in  the 
Commonwealth  Pier  area  to  the  year  1987,  current  at  the 
time  of  this  writing: 
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SUMMARY  OF  NEW  BACKGROUND  ACTIVITY  (1987)  IN  STUDY  AREA, 
LISTED  BY  SUB-AREA 


Sub-area 


Type  of  Development 


Size/ 
Characteristics 


Office 

Apartment 

Hotel 

Office 

Retail 

Marina 


80,000  gsfi/ 

900  d.u.s.i 

1,000  rooms 

250,000  gsf 

75,000  qsf 

50  berths 


Apartment 
Office 


150  d.u.s. 
130,000  gsf 


Truck  Terminal 


Warehousing 
Industrial 


30  new 
employees 

100,000  gsf 
250,000  qsf 


\/   gsf  =  gross  square  feet 
2/   d.u.  =  dwelling  unit 

• 

The  Commonwealth  Pier  redevelopment  is  occurring  in  close 
proximity  to  downtown  Boston,  in  an  area  experiencing 
substantial  development  and  redevelopment  pressure. 
Several  areas — Piers  1-4,  the  Boston  Wharf  Company 
Buildings,  and  parts  of  the  former  Penn  Central 
right-of-way — have  the  potential  for  major  high  density 
mixed-use  development  within  the  next  20  years. 
Industrial,  distribution  and  some  maritime-related 
activities  are  currently  distributed  throughout  the  study 
area  and  may  consolidate  and  grow  in  the  southern  and 
eastern  halves  of  the  area,  away  from  the  parcels  in 
demand  for  residential  and  commercial  development.   This 
consolidation  of  seaport-related  activities  in  the  area 
south  and  east  of  Commonwealth  Pier  may  continue  to  occur 
even  in  the  absence  of  further  land  development 
pressures.   Factors  such  as  the  expansion  of  the  Boston 
Marine  Industrial  Park,  technological  changes  affecting 
the  demand  for  certain  water-related  industries, 
competition  with  other  Northeast  ports  for  bulk  shipping 
cargo,  and  investments  or  improvement  in  private  and 
public  maritime  facilities  elsewhere  in  Boston  Harbor 
insure  the  adequate  capacity  for  maritime  cargo. 
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Figure   II-4 


Generalized  Land  Uses  Near 
Commonwealth  Pier 
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SITE  DESCRIPTION  Commonwealth  Pier  is  located  on  the  South  Boston 

waterfront  and  is  currently  owned  and  managed  by  the 
Massachusetts  Port  Authority  (Massport) ,  an  independent 
public  agency  with  revenue  bond  authority  created  by  the 
State  Legislature.   The  Pier  structure  has  850,000  square 
feet  of  space  within  three  two-level  sheds  and  a  four- 
story  Headhouse.   The  neighboring  pier  to  the  east  is 
Pier  6,  the  Boston  Fish  Pier,  a  Massport  property  used 
for  fish  sales  and  processing,  as  well  as  office  and 
restaurant  uses.   To  the  west  is  Pier  4  which  contains  a 
large,  nationally  recognized  restaurant.   To  the  south 
lies  Commonwealth  Flats,  30  acres  of  Massport  property 
with  several  small  commercial,  industrial  and  warehouse 
uses,  and  a  parking  lot  with  a  capacity  for  700-800  cars 
(see  Figure  II-3) . 

The  principal  means  of  vehicular  access  to  the  study  area 
is  from  the  west — across  the  Fort  Point  Channel  via 
bridges  linking  South  Boston  to  downtown  Boston  and  the 
Central  Artery  (Interstate  93) — and  from  the 
south — through  South  Boston  via  the  network  of  local 
streets.   Streets  A  through  E  run  north-south,  connecting 
South  Boston  to  Summer  Street.   Viaduct  and  B  Streets 
connect  Summer  Street  with  Northern  Avenue.   Summer 
Street  is  the  only  connection  between  the  portion  of 
South  Boston  east  of  the  U.S.  Naval  Annex  and 
Commonwealth  Pier.   Northern  Avenue  serves  as  a  principal 
access  route  linking  Commonwealth  Pier  and  other  nearby 
waterfront  properties  with  downtown  Boston.   Major 
parking  areas  and  various  commercial  and  industrial 
properties  are  served  by  this  street,  resulting  in 
substantial  truck  and  passenger  vehicle  volumes. 

Running  parallel  to  Northern  Avenue,  but  further  south, 
are  Congress  and  Summer  Streets.   They  too  link  the  area 
with  downtown  Boston,  but  generally  have  lighter  traffic 
volumes  than  Northern  Avenue.   Both  are  alternate  access 
routes  to  Commonwealth  Pier,  particularly  Summer  Street 
which  is  linked  to  the  Pier  by  a  viaduct. 

Public  transportation  to  the  area  is  possible  via  two 
modes,  subway  and  bus.   South  Station  is  nearby,  and  is 
served  by  Red  Line  Rapid  Transit,  Amtrak,  commuter-rail 
and  commuter  bus.   The  Trailways  Bus  Station  is  also  near 
South  Station.   One  city  transit  bus  route — linking  City 
Point  with  downtown  Boston — traverses  the  study  area  via 
Summer  Street  and  Northern  Avenue,  making  stops  at 
Commonwealth  Pier.   Two  other  bus  routes  follow  Broadway 
and  Eighth  Street,  but  are  beyond  convenient  walking 
distance  to  the  site. 
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Pedestrian  access  to  the  site  area  is  possible  via 
Northern  Avenue,  Congress  Street  or  Summer  Streets  and 
the  viaduct.  However,  the  entire  area  is  generally 
difficult  for  pedestrians,  and  there  are  few  pedestrian 
amenities.   Since  it  is  an  industrial  area,  many  areas 
are  unsafe  and  inaccessible  to  the  general  public. 
Sidewalks  along  the  major  streets  are  generally  narrow 
and  frequently  interrupted  by  commercial  driveways. 
There  are  few  signs  to  guide  pedestrians  to  places  of 
interest  and  no  conveniences  such  as  benches,  shelters, 
kiosks  or  traffic  signals.   There  are,  however,  several 
restaurants,  and  some  parts  of  the  area  have  excellent 
views  of  the  waterfront,  harbor,  downtown  Boston  and 
Logan  Airport. 

A  branch  line  of  the  former  Penn  Central  Railroad  (now 
Conrail)  enters  the  area  from  the  south,  continues 
northward  adjacent  to  B  Street,  and  turning  eastward, 
runs  parallel  to  Northern  Avenue  to  serve  the 
waterfront.   The  study  area  has  an  extensive  waterfront, 
most  of  which  is  accessible  by  maritime  craft. 
Currently,  the  majority  of  vessels  originating  from  or 
destined  for  the  area  serve  commercial  activities. 

Public  access  to  the  piers  is  generally  dependent  on  the 
uses  of  the  piers.   For  example,  since  Piers  1-4  are  used 
principally  for  parking  and  restaurant  activities,  these 
Piers  offer  access  to  patrons.   Commonwealth  Pier  Five 
has  access  for  cruise  ship  and  excursion  boat  patrons, 
for  visitors  to  periodic  shows  and  exhibitions,  and 
during  special  events.   Pier  6,  the  Fish  Pier,  is  the 
location  of  a  restaurant  which  is  open  to  the  public,  but 
the  rest  of  the  pier  is  closed  to  the  general  public. 
Further  east,  on  piers  located  in  the  Boston  Marine 
Industrial  Park,  public  access  is  discouraged. 

Public  utilities  available  to  the  site  include  water, 
sewer,  storm  drainage,  and  electricity.  Water  and  sewer 
mains  in  Northern  Avenue  provide  domestic  water,  fire 
protection  and  sewer  service  to  Commonwealth  Pier  and 
neighboring  properties.   Storm  drainage  is  provided  by  a 
network  of  drains  and  outfalls  in  Northern  Avenue, 
adjacent  Massport  properties  and  the  Pier  itself.   There 
is  a  12  inch  gas  main  in  Northern  Avenue,  but  gas  pipe 
lines  do  not  extend  to  Commonwealth  Pier.   Electrical 
power  lines  supply  Northern  Avenue  from  in  ground  and 
above  ground  facilities. 
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Description  of  Alternatives 


Currently,  Conutionwealth  Pier's  principal  uses  include 
both  maritime  and  non-maritime  related  activities. 
Non-maritime  uses  include  warehousing  for  non-water 
dependent  goods,  and  the  leasing  of  a  portion  of  the 
second  floor  for  gate  shows  and  exhibitions.   The 
maritime  function  of  the  Pier  is  primarily  that  of  a 
cruise  ship  terminal,  the  only  one  in  Boston  capable  of 
accommodating  major  passenger  liners.   Ships  such  as 
the  Queen  Elizabeth  II  and  the  S.S.  Rotterdam,  along 
with  a  number  of  smaller  ships,  dock  there  briefly 
approximately  twenty  times  a  year.   Smaller  harbor 
cruise  ships,  excursion  boats,  and  water  taxis  also 
dock  at  the  Pier  during  the  summer  months. 

The  Pier  also  functions  as  a  cargo  terminal  primarily 
for  the  export  of  tallow  from  a  facility  operated  by 
Corenco  and  located  across  from  the  Pier  on  Northern 
Avenue.   The  tallow  is  transferred  to  cargo  ships 
through  a  pipe  which  runs  along  the  viaduct  and  through 
the  Pier  structure.  The  tallow  export  volume, 
currently  about  30,000  tons  per  year,  is  expected  to 
increase  modestly  in  the  future.   Corenco  is  committed 
to  continuing  business  in  Boston.   Its  lease  expires  in 
September,  1982.   In  order  to  retain  this  maritime 
business  in  Boston,  Massport  is  negotiating  with 
Corenco  concerning  a  new  site. 

The  major  non-maritime  use  of  the  Pier  is  a  180,000 
square  foot  exhibition  hall  located  on  the  second 
level,  and  leased  to  North  American  Expositions,  Inc. 
This  portion  of  Commonwealth  Pier  is  a  major  location 
in  Boston  for  gate  shows  and  exhibitions,  such  as  the 
Boat  Show,  Flower  Show,  the  Northeast  Computer  Show  and 
the  Home  Show.   The  Pier  is  also  used  for  short  term 
storage  and  warehousing  and  a  Foreign  Trade  Zone 
warehouse  facility. 

In  1981  Massport  completed  a  design  and  market 
feasibility  study  of  Commonwealth  Pier  which  assessed 
its  potential  for  redevelopment.   It  was  found  that  a 
mixed  use  development  with  some  combination  of  office, 
hotel,  trade  mart,  exhibition,  retail  and  industrial 
uses  would  be  feasible  from  a  market  standpoint. 
Earlier  analyses  by  Massport  indicated  that 
rehabilitation  of  the  Pier  to  active  status  as  a  cargo 
terminal  would  not  be  technically,  operationally  or 
financially  feasible.   A  prospectus  was  issued  offering 
the  Pier  for  redevelopment  in  May,  1981.   Massport 
insisted  on  the  retention  of  Commonwealth  Pier's  cruise 
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ship  and  excursion  boat  docking  facilities,  as  noted  in 
this  development  prospectus. 

In  May  of  1981,  an  Environmental  Notification  Form 
(ENF)  was  filed  with  the  Executive  Office  of 
Environmental  Affairs.   The  project  described  was  a 
hypothetical  high  intensity  mixed  use  program  for  the 
Pier  including  offices,  a  trade  mart,  a  hotel ,  a 
restaurant,  a  cruise  ship  terminal  and  excursion  boat 
docks.   The  ENF  Concept  was  based  on  Massport's 
feasibility  studies  and  was  used  by  MEPA,  other 
agencies,  and  the  general  public  to  determine  the 
environmental  issues  to  be  analyzed  in  this 
Environmental  Impact  Report. 

In  January,  1982,  Massport  selected  FMR  Properties, 
Inc.,  as  developer  for  the  project,  after  an  extensive 
international  developer  solicitation  and  selection 
process.   FMR's  proposed  development,  BOSCOM,  is 
similar  to  the  preliminary  development  concept 
described  in  the  ENF  but  has  significantly  less  office 
space  and  a  larger  hotel.   The  focus  of  the  project  is 
a  trade  mart  and  exhibition  space  for  high  technology 
industries. 

Three  alternatives  for  the  redevelopment  of 
Commonwealth  Pier  are  analyzed  in  this  Environmental 
Impact  Report.   These  three  alternatives  were 
established  based  upon  the  EIR  Scope  and  Alternatives 
memo  issued  by  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
in  July,  1981,  and  were  reviewed  in  detail  with  the 
MEPA  office  on  February  8,  1982.   One,  the  No-Build, 
assumes  no  significant  change  in  the  Pier's  present 
use.   The  other  two,  the  Preliminary  Development 
Concept  as  outlined  in  the  ENF,  and  the  BOSCOM  Project, 
differ  primarily  in  the  mix  of  specific  uses  and 
density  of  development  on  the  Pier.   The  BOSCOM 
alternative  corresponds  to  the  third  alternative 
specified  by  the  Scoping  Memorandum,  which  emphasizes 
different  building  masses,  and  provides  for  expanded 
maritime  uses  and  public  access  to  Commonwealth  Pier. 
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In  the  following  chapters,  the  alternatives  will  be 
described  in  terms  of  their  potential  impacts  in  the 
seven  categories  of  potential  impacts  set  forth  in  the 
Scoping  Memo  (see  Appendix  2):   1)  Transportation, 
2)  Air  Quality,  3)  Historic  Significance,  4)  Maritime 
Activities,  5)  the  Foreign  Trade  Zone,  6)  Public 
Access,  and  7)  Public  Utilities.   In  addition,  this  EIR 
examines  the  potential  for  construction  period  impacts 
associated  with  these  seven  impact  categories. 

Alternative  1;  No-Build 

The  No-Build  Alternative  to  the  proposed  project 
assumes  the  continuation  of  Commonwealth  Pier's  present 
uses,  with  no  reconstruction  of  the  Pier  or  its 
buildings  (see  Figure  III-l)  .  The  present  uses  of  the 
Pier,  cruise  ship  and  smaller  boat  docking,  limited 
warehousing,  and  an  exhibition  hall,  would  continue  in 
the  short-term.   However,  the  continued  deterioration 
of  the  Pier  structure  and  buildings  would  preclude 
continuation  of  these  uses  in  the  future. 

Massport  studies  indicate  that  the  cost  of  re-building 
the  roof  (to  stop  a  serious  water  leak  problem)  would 
be  approximately  $5  million.   Another  $5.2  million 
would  be  required  to  make  necessary  repairs  to  the 
Pier's  structural  supports,  pilings  and  facade.   While 
the  repairs  would  stabilize  the  building  for  ten  to 
twenty  years,  the  Pier  does  not  generate  sufficient 
revenues  to  support  these  expenditures.   Massport  is 
not  prepared  to  invest  in  upgrading  the  Commonwealth 
Pier  structure  in  the  absence  of  more  economically 
self-sustaining  uses.   Given  current  trends  in  water 
freight-transport  and  Commonwealth  Pier's  outmoded 
facilities,  expansion  of  cargo  handling  at  the  Pier  is 
not  likely. 
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Figure    III-l 


No-Build  Alternative 


Commonwealth  Pier  is  com- 
prised of  two  architecturally 
and  functionally  distinct 
buildings:  the  headhouse 
(right)  and  the  sheds (above)  . 
headhouse  is  a  4-floor  Beaux 
Arts  structure  with  office 
and  vehicular  drop-off  space. 
Note  the  viaduct  (right) 
creating  a  second  access 
level  to  the  Pier.   The  sheds 
and  cargo  hoist  remain  from 
an  era  of  more  active  cargo 
use.   The  Pier,  in  particular 
the  shed  structure,  is 
deteriorating.   This  trend 
will  continue  unless  new  uses 
can  be  located  at  the  Pier 
to  increase  its  economic 
viability. 
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Under  the  No-Build  Alternative,  the  continued 
deterioration  of  the  shed  structure  would  eventually 
lessen  the  usefulness  of  the  Pier  for  both  maritime  and 
non-maritime  activities.   Therefore,  there  are 
virtually  no  benefits  from  the  No-Build  Alternative, 
and  the  costs  of  this  alternative  include  the  loss  of 
revenues  which  more  intensive  use  of  the  Pier  would 
generate.   The  continued  deterioration  and  under-use  of 
the  Pier  would  have  a  dampening  effect  on  efforts  to 
revitalize  other  properties  in  the  South  Boston  area. 

No-Build  Alternative 

Exhibition  Hall  180,000  SF 

Ship  Terminal  50,000  SF* 

Warehousing/Offices  70,000  SF* 

Vacant  550,000  SF 

* (variable) 
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Figure    III-2 


Preliminary  Development  Concept 


The  Preliminary  Development 
Concept  called  for  renovation 
of  the  Headhouse  and  sheds, 
partial  demolition  of  the 
central  shed  at  the  north 
end  of  the  Pier  with  the 
creation  of  an  office  tower 
and  landscaped  space  in  this 
area.   The  concept  plan  was 
created  to  illustrate  one 
redevelopment  option  for 
the  Commonwealth  Pier  Five 
Development  Prospectus. 
These  "aerial  perspectives" 
of  the  model  show  the  Pier 
from  the  southwest  (top)  and 
from  the  northwest  (bottom) . 
In  both  photos,  Fish  Pier  is 
in  the  background. 


(c)  Steve  Rosenthal 
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Alternative  2;   Preliminary  Develotanent  Concept 

This  hypothetical  development  concept  was  generated  by 
Massport  as  one  example  of  how  the  Pier  could  be 
successfully  reused.   This  concept  was  the  highest 
intensity  use  program  contained  in  the  development 
prospectus  issued  by  Massport  in  the  Spring  of  1981  to 
solicit  developer  interest  in  the  Commonwealth  Pier 
site.   For  this  reason,  it  was  used  to  characterize  the 
project  in  the  ENF. 

The  plan  contained  a  mixed-use  redevelopment,  including 
office,  hotel,  restaurants,  exhibition,  conference 
space,  cruise  terminal,  and  parking.   Since  the  plan 
was  conceptual,  the  square  footage  devoted  to  each  use 
and  the  design  details  were  preliminary.   Features 
included  removing  portions  of  the  middle  shed  in  order 
to  increase  the  building  perimeter  and  allow  for 
natural  lighting.  The  Headhouse  would  be  used  as 
office  space,  and  the  plan  included  an  office  tower  of 
12  to  18  stories.  With  the  addition  of  two  new  floors 
within  the  long  shed  structure,  580,000  square  feet  of 
office  space  would  be  provided  in  the  low  rise 
structure  and  139,000  square  feet  in  the  office  tower. 
Parking  for  approximately  1,200  automobiles  would  be 
provided  on  the  first  and  second  levels  of  the 
redeveloped  building.  An  office  tower  would  be 
constructed  at  the  water  end  of  the  Pier  in  order  to 
take  advantage  of  views  of  the  Boston  skyline  and  the 
harbor  area.   (See  Figure  III-2.) 

This  plan  also  included  a  trade  mart  combining 
permanent  and  temporary  exhibition  space.  The  Foreign 
Trade  Zone  could  be  used  as  part  of  the  effort  to 
attract  firms  to  the  trade  mart.   Suggested  retail  uses 
included  shops  in  portions  of  the  shed  area. 

The  Preliminary  Development  Concept  included  the 
retention  of  cruise  ship  terminal  activities.   To 
accommodate  this  use,  20,000  square  feet  of  the  second 
floor  of  the  west  portion  of  the  Pier  was  allocated  for 
use  as  a  cruise  ship  terminal. 
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Preliminary  Development  Concept 


o  Exhibition  340,000  SF 

(trade  mart,  display  facilities) 

o  Conference  facility  30,000  SF 

o  Office  340,000  SF 

o  Hotel  (100  rooms)  80,000  SF 

o  Restaurant  20,000  SF 

o  Cruise  Terminal  20,000  SF 

(cruise  ship  &  ferry  docks) 

o  Parking  (1,000  spaces)  510,000  SF 

Total  1,340,000  SF 


Alternative  3;   BOSCOM  DeveloFmient  Project 

This  development  project  proposed  by  FMR  Properties 
corresponds  to  the  third  alternative  listed  in  the 
Scoping  Memo.   Massport  has  selected  this  development 
proposal  for  Commonwealth  Pier:   it  is  the  preferred 
alternative.   Compared  to  the  Preliminary  Development 
Concept,  it  includes  substantially  reduced  office 
space,  a  larger  hotel,  greater  space  for  maritime  use 
and  public  access,  and  a  design  approach  for  the  Pier 
and  Headhouse  consistent  with  historic  preservation 
goals. 

The  following  features  of  BOSCOM  are  presented  here  in 
an  effort  to  introduce  both  the  operational  and 
physical  requirements  of  such  a  major  integrated, 
mixed-use  facility: 

o  Program  of  Uses 

o  Typical  Visitor  Day 

o  Ancillary  Facilities  (particularly  the  hotel  and 

restaurants) 
o  Design  Concept 

Floor  plans,  elevations,  sight  line  drawings,  and  model 
photos  are  provided  which  have  been  developed  since  the 
Draft  EIR  was  published.  These  provide  a  more  up  to 
date  description  of  the  project. 
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Program  of  Uses 

The  redevelopment  of  Commonwealth  Pier  focuses  on  a 
marketing  and  exhibition  center  for  the  computer  and 
communications  industry.  While  Alternative  2 
emphasized  mixed-use  with  a  predominance  of  office 
space,  the  BOSCOM  development  project  features 
substantial  areas  for  trade  mart  and  exhibition  uses,  a 
larger  hotel,  and  substantially  less  office  space.   The 
BOSCXDM  project  also  allocates  more  square  footage  to 
the  ship  terminal  and  areas  for  docking  smaller  vessels. 

The  BOSCOM  project  includes  the  following  uses  for  the 
buildings:   the  Headhouse  will  be  converted  to  an 
atrium  lobby,  with  escalators  added  to  provide  vertical 
circulation.   Support  offices  for  the  BOSCOM  staff  and 
press  facilities  will  also  be  located  in  the  Headhouse 
area. 

The  shed  structure  will  include  exhibit  halls, 
showrooms  for  the  trade  mart,  conference  rooms, 
concessions,  restaurants,  parking,  and  in  a  later 
phase,  a  500-room  hotel.  The  primary  exhibit  halls 
will  be  located  on  the  upper  levels,  with  parking  on 
the  ground  level.   The  apron  area  surrounding  the 
building  will  be  retained  for  maritime  uses,  such  as 
cruise  ships  and  excursion  boat  docking,  and  public 
access. 

The  anticipated  use  program  is  as  follows: 

BOSOM  Project 

o  Office  30,000  SF 

o  Exhibition/Conference  221,000  SF 

o  Trade  Mart  364,000  SF 

o  Hotel  (up  to  500  rooms)  316,000  SF 

o  Retail  23,000  SF 

o  Restaurant  49,000  SF 

o  Ship  Terminal  37,000  SF 

o  Parking  (520  spaces)  271,000  SF 

Total  1,311,000  SF 


33  Alternatives 


Figure   III-3 


BOSCOM  Development  Project 


BOSCOM  —  a  marketing  and  communications  center  for  the 
communications  industry  —  will  be  a  mixed  use  development 
including  exhibition,  conference,  trade-mart,  cruise 
terminal,  restaurant  and  hotel  uses.   The  model  photograph 
included  her-  illustrates  the  overall  design  concept  for 
redevelopment  of  the  Pier  structure  and  replacement  of 
portions  of  the  central  Pier  shed  with  exhibition  and  hotel 
uses.   Once  the  trade  mart  is  in  full  operation,  a  mid-rise 
hotel  is  planned  for  the  north  end  of  the  Pier.   The  hotel 
structure  is  stepped  back  from  the  harbor  and  is  being 
designed  to  minimize  its  visual  impact  as  visitors  approach 
the  headhouse  from  the  viaduct.   Further  illustrations  -- 
elevations,  sight  lines  and  floor  plans  —  are  included  at 
the  end  of  this  chapter. 
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Floor  plans  included  here  indicate  the  allocation  of 
these  uses  within  the  facility.   Careful  integration  of 
uses  and  effective  circulation  will  be  key  to  providing 
all  the  needed  visitor  and  vendor  services. 

Typical  Visitor  Day 

The  typical  visitor  will  attend  BOSCOM  for  a  specific 
purpose:   to  visit  a  selected  list  of  showrooms,  to 
attend  a  seminar,  and/or  to  view  an  exhibit.  The 
typical  program  anticipates  a  week  long  stay,  combining 
several  of  these  purposes.   BOSCOM 's  intent  is  to 
establish  an  effective  marketing  environment  where  both 
tenants  and  visitors  will  use  their  time  efficiently 
and  will  benefit  fully  from  the  business  opportunities 
offered  by  the  mart.   This  constitutes  the  single  most 
important  factor  for  the  success  of  the  entire  project. 

It  is  anticipated  that  visitors  not  already  staying  in 
the  on-site  hotel  will  arrive  each  day  by  taxi,  shuttle 
bus,  or  private  automobile.  They  will  then  go  directly 
to  the  lobby  to  register,  to  check  their  schedule  for 
the  day,  to  "mingle",  and  to  look  for  friends.   Once 
registered,  the  visitor  may  visit  showrooms,  exhibits, 
or  attend  seminars.   Support  facilities  are  planned  in 
anticipation  of  visitors'  needs.   In  addition  to 
conventional  building  services,  business  facilities 
offering  an  "of f ice-away-from-of f ice"  and  the  full 
range  of  hospitality  services  will  be  required. 
Business  services  will  provide  facilities  for 
conference/meeting  rooms,  secretarial/steno/ 
dictation  services,  reproduction  service,  bank (s) ,  post 
office,  message/dispatch  services,  and  teleconferencing. 

Ancillary  Facilities 

Each  use  in  the  BOSCOM  trade  mart  is  a  response  to  a 
specific  need.   Showrooms,  the  main  exhibit  hall,  and 
conference/seminar  centers  are  the  primary  uses. 
Ancillary  uses  supporting  these  facilities  include  a 
hotel,  restaurants,  hospitality  shops,  business 
services,  and  the  full  range  of  building  services. 

In  order  to  be  effective,  trade  marts  must  combine 
features  of  conventional  shopping  centers, 
conference/exhibit  halls,  design  centers,  and  office 
buildings  into  efficient  marketplaces  serving  specific 
industry  groups.   They  must  offer  buyers  a 
comprehensive  overview  of  the  range  of  available 
products,  and  offer  sellers  access  to  a  wide  customer 


Alternatives 


base,  thereby  increasing  the  efficiency  of  marketing 
dollars  devoted  to  personal  selling  and  market  research. 

Unlike  shopping  centers,  trade  marts  ace  not  designed 
to  attract  casual  visitors  or  impulse  buyers.   The 
typical  business  visitor  attending  a  trade  mart  would 
have  a  specific  "shopping  list"  and  a  tightly  planned 
schedule.   Such  a  person  would  expect  to  spend  the 
minimum  possible  time  waiting  on  lines,  travelling  to 
and  from  hotels  and/or  restaurants,  or  buying 
convenience  goods  and  personal  services.   Consequently, 
the  success  of  the  mart  will  depend  on  its  ability  to 
provide  the  full  range  of  services  needed  for 
conducting  business  within  the  premises,  allowing  all 
tenants  and  visitors  to  allocate  their  time  efficiently. 

Ancillary  facilities  provided  by  most  trade  mart 
operations  include  one  or  more  high  quality  hotels,  a 
full  range  of  food  service  establishments,  and 
hospitality  shops.   The  table  included  here  provides  a 
comparison  of  BOSCOM's  proposed  facilities  with 
selected  trade  marts  in  the  United  States  and  Canada. 

The  data  in  the  table  on  "Major  U.S.  Trade  Marts"  refer 
only  to  hotel  and  restaurant  facilities  which  are 
physically  integrated  within  the  mart  itself.   Business 
generated  by  mart  activities  generally  exceeds  the 
capacity  of  these  activities.   For  example, 
approximately  6800  rooms — all  located  within  walking 
distance — serve  the  Atlanta  Mart  in  addition  to  its 
1200  integral  hotel  rooms.   In  Pittsburgh,  1800 
additional  hotel  rooms  are  available  to  the  Mart.   Tn 
Miami,  the  341-room  hotel  under  construction  is 
supplemented  by  an  additional  2000  rooms  nearby.   Place 
Bonaventure,  located  in  downtown  Montreal,  is 
accessible  from  all  the  transient  accommodations 
provided  in  the  central  city.   Thus,  BOSCOM's  500  hotel 
rooms  and  three  to  five  restaurants  are  within  the 
general  range  of  ancillary  facilities  for  trade  marts. 

Most  trade  marts  focus  on  one  or  more  of  four 
industries:   furniture,  apparel,  carpet  and  gifts.   Tn 
terms  of  its  intensity  of  use  and  type  of  operation, 
BOSCOM  will  be  more  similar  to  Chicago  and  Atlanta 
Marts  than  the  other  examples  because  these  marts 
service  all  four  industries  which  have  traditionally 
used  marts. 
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FIGURE    III-4 


Major  U.S.  Trade  Marts, 
Size  and  Integral  Facilities 


Total  Area 

Number 

Number 

Exhibit/ 

Integral 

Public 

Number  of 

Showrooms 

Hotel 

Restaurants 

Seats  in 

Name 

(sq.  ft.) 

Rooms (1) 

(hotel  & 

mart) 

Restaurant 

Chicago  Merchandise 

6,500,000 

550 

35 

3,000 

Mart 

Atlanta  Merchandise 

3,200,000 

1,200 

40 

NA 

Mart 

Place  Bonaventure 

1,500,000 

400 

20 

2,526 

Montreal 

Miami  Merchandise 

520,000 

341(2) 

2 

300 

Mart 

Hyatt/Minneapolis 

300,000 

540 

4 

520 

Denver  Merchandise 

600,000 

165 

2 

200 

Mart 

Dallas  Market  Center 

7,500,000 

900 

9-10 

1,650 

BOSCOM  (proposed) 

1,311,000 

500 

3-5 

1,300-1,60 

Notes: 

(1)  Built  as  part  of  trade  mart  complex.  Not  including  extensive  hotel  facilities  in  the 
vicinity  of  each  trade  mart  site. 

(2)  Under  construction 

Survey  Prepared  by  BOSCOM,  August  1982. 
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These  four  industries  offer  specific  goods  for 
particular  seasons.   This  leads  to  a  peak  and  valley 
pattern  in  the  mart's  usage.   Therefore,  activities  at 
general  merchandise  marts  tend  to  be  seasonal  because 
they  serve  industries  with  high  turnover  and  frequent 
style  changes.   However,  BOSCOM  will  maintain  a 
steadier  volume  of  activity  throughout  the  year  because 
it  will  serve  the  computer  and  communications 
industries,  an  industrial  sector  without  seasonal 
product  development. 

BOSCOM  will  present  large  trade  shows  like  general 
merchandise  marts,  and  there  will  be  periods  when  shows 
are  being  set  up  or  taken  down.   However,  BOSCOM 's 
combination  of  exhibit/showroom  functions  with 
conference/seminar  centers  permit  events  in  these  areas 
to  be  scheduled  so  as  to  dovetail  with  the  valleys 
preceding  and  following  major  shows,  and  will  result  in 
an  even  volume  of  operation  throughout  the  year. 

BCSCOM,  thus,  requires  hotel  and  restaurant  facilities 
of  the  scope  proposed  here  in  order  to  support  the 
pattern  and  intensity  of  use  anticipated  for  the  mart. 
Planning  for  the  hotel  calls  for  the  rooms  to  be 
occupied  by  BOSCOM  visitors.  While  the  hotel  will  not 
be  closed  to  the  public,  it  will  be  marketed  primarily 
for  BOSCOM  visitors. 

Plans  for  restaurant  facilities  are  focused  on  all 
visitors  to  BOSCOM.   Restaurants  will  serve  hotel 
guests,  out-of-town  visitors  not  accommodated  at  the 
on-site  hotel,  and  Boston-based  mart  users.   Restaurant 
capacity  was  based  on  the  following  assumptions: 

a.  Hotel  guests; 

Hotel  guests  will  require  breakfast,  lunch  and 
dinner  service.   Assuming  30%  double  occupancy  and 
79%  occupancy  rate,  this  will  generate: 

Breakfast  Need  =  513  covers  X  100%  utilization  =  513 

covers 
Lunch     Need  =  513  covers  x  70%  utilization  =  359 

covers 
Dinner    Need  =  513  covers  x  70%  utilization  =  359 

covers 
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b.  Non-hotel  out-of-town  mart  users; 

Total  out-of-tovm  users  =  869  persons 

(excludes  hotel  guests  @  395) 

Lunch  Need  =  869  x  100%  utilization  =  869  covers 

Dinner  Need  =  869  x  50%  utilization  =  435  covers 

c.  Boston-Based  Mart  Users 

Total  (includes  visitors  and  employees)  =  1,292 

persons 

Lunch  Need  =  1,292  x  100%  utilization  =  1,292  covers 

Dinner  Need  =  1,292  x  10%  utilization  =   129  covers 

d.  Total  Estimated  Need  for  Food  Service 

Breakfast  =  513  covers 
Lunch  =  2,520  covers 
Dinner    =    823  covers 

Since  mart  operations  require  no-wait  service  available 
when  needed,  food  service  facilities  should  be  capable 
of  feeding  up  to  2,520  persons  at  any  one  time.  These 
requirements  of  the  BOSCOM  trade  mart  are  reflected  in 
the  design  for  BOSCOM. 

Design  Concept 

The  model  E*iotos,  elevations,  roof  plan  and  sight  line 
drawings  included  here  describe  the  latest  design 
concepts  for  the  BOSCOM  development.   Special  attention 
has  been  focused  on  the  hotel  in  order  to  minimize  its 
visual  impact  and  maintain  the  essential  historic 
character  of  the  structure.   This  design  is  being 
prepared  for  submisison  to  the  U.S.  Office  of  Cultural 
Programs  for  Certification  as  an  historic 
rehabilitation.   This  process  will  likely  involve 
detailed  design  review  and  revision  before 
certification  is  achieved. 

As  shown  here,  the  hotel  will  not  exceed  the  Federal 
Aeronautic  Administration's  height  limitation  of  170 
feet  above  mean  sea  level.   The  Headhouse  is  75  feet  in 
height,  so  the  hotel  will  be  taller  than  the 
Headhouse.   However,  the  hotel  will  be  designed  so  that 
on  the  sight  line  from  the  entrance  point  of  the 
viaduct  at  Summer  Street,  a  visitor  will  not  be  able  to 
see  the  top  of  the  hotel  over  the  top  of  the 
Headhouse.   (See  Figure  III-7,  Sightline  from  Summer 
Street.) 
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The  height  and  massing  of  the  BOSCOM  hotel  present  a 
significant  improvement  over  the  Preliminary 
Development  Concept.  The  Preliminary  Development 
Concept  called  for  a  12  to  18-story  office  tower  at  the 
north  end  of  the  pier.   Reaction  to  that  concept  from 
Federal  officials  indicated  that  any  development  at  the 
Pier  should  avoid  a  tower  and  look  to  a  more  horizontal 
massing.   The  BOSCOM  Alternative  specifically  addresses 
these  concerns. 

The  BOSCOM  Alternative  proposes  a  12-story  (8  stories 
above  the  4  stories  of  the  sheds)  hotel.   However,  at 
the  northern  end  of  the  hotel,  as  the  building  rises 
above  the  existing  structure,  the  floors  are  stepped 
back  to  present  a  more  gentle,  subtle  profile  as  seen 
from  ground  or  water  level  than  would  a  tower.   See 
Figures  III-3  and  III-5  through  III-IO. 

As  part  of  the  BOSCOM  plan,  Massport  will  retain 
management  of  the  entire  apron  area,  and  of  the  cruise 
ship  and  excursion  boat  docking  activities.   The  cruise 
terminal  will  be  located  on  the  east  side  of  the  Pier, 
and  will  have  a  separate  entrance  point  and  support 
facilities.   The  excursion  boat  operations  would 
continue  in  their  present  space  on  the  west  Apron,  with 
the  potential  to  expand  further  toward  the  end  of  the 
Pier. 

Heliport  facilities  are  being  contemplated  for  the  roof 
of  the  project,  as  are  satellite  antennae?  however, 
these  options  will  require  futher  study  and  will  be 
subject  to  a  full  environmental  review  if  there  is  any 
intention  to  proceed. 

In  order  to  establish  the  economic  viability  of  the 
BOSCOM  project,  FMR  Properties  retained  Arthur  D. 
Little,  Inc.  to  analyze  the  need  for  a  trade  mart  to 
serve  the  computer  and  communications  equipment 
industry.   Its  report  concluded  that  the  high 
technology  industry's  need  for  a  trade  mart  will  be 
realized  in  the  1983-1985  period,  and  can  be  expected 
to  continue  as  the  industry  grows. 

As  noted  in  Chapter  II,  construction  of  BOSCOM  is 
scheduled  to  begin  early  in  1983,  with  opening  of  the 
trade  mart  facilities  in  1983-1984.   It  is  anticipated 
that  the  hotel  will  be  constructed  after  operations  at 
the  trade  mart  rise  to  a  level  that  will  support  it. 
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Figure   III-5 


Longitudinal  Elevations  of  Pier:  BOSCOM 


EAST  ELEVATION 


WEST  ELEVATION 
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Figure   III-6 


Partial  Longitudinal  Elevation  of  Pier:  BOSCOM 
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Sightline  from  Summer  Street:  BOSCOM 


Current  BOSCOM  Proposal 


Original  BOSCOM  Proposal 
(shown  in  Draft  EIR) 


Preliminary  Development  Concept 
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Figure   III-8 


Roof  Plan:  BOSCOM 
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Floor  Plans:  BOSCOM 
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Figure  III-IO 


Floor  Plans:  BOSCOM 


Second  Level  Plan 
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Third  Level  Plan 
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Alternative  4;   Optional  Alternative 

The  MEPA  Scoping  Repoit  left  open  the  option  for 
analysis  of  an  additional  alternative,  in  the  event  the 
selected  development  proposal  proved  to  be  incompatible 
with  the  building  massing  and  maritime  use  objectives 
of  the  Scoping  Report's  Alternative  3.   Since  the 

BOSCOM  project  satisfies  these  objectives,  no 
additional  alternatives  were  formulated.  This  decision 
was  reviewed  with  the  MEPA  office  in  February,  1982  and 
was  approved  by  MEPA.   While  some  minor  variations  and 
modifications  can  be  expected  in  the  preferred 
Alternative — the  BOSCX)M  project — as  the  project 
progresses,  these  are  expected  to  be  consistent  with 
this  EIR. 
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Environmental  Issues 


Introduction 

Pursuant  to  the  Scope  and  Alternatives  memo  for  this 
EIR  (see  Appendix  2) ,  the  following  environmental 
issues  are  discussed  in  connection  with  each  of  the 
three  alternatives  for  Commonwealth  Pier: 

o  Transportation 

o  Air  Quality 

o  Historical  Significance 

o  Maritime  Activities 

o  Foreign  Trade  Zone 

o  Public  Access 

o  Public  Utilities 

o  Noise 

o  Air  Space 

While  not  identified  in  the  Scoping  Memo,  construction 
activities,  as  they  might  affect  these  categories  of 
potential  impacts,  are  also  discussed  in  this  Chapter. 
Those  categories  of  impact  not  deemed  significant  are 
described  in  the  Scoping  Memo  (see  Chapter  VII). 

Permits 

In  conjunction  with  the  preparation  of  this 
Environmental  Impact  Report,  Massport  and  FMR 
Properties  will  seek  the  following  agency  reviews, 
permits  and  approvals  for  the  BOSCOM  project: 

o  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  status  review 

(rehabilitation  of  existing  Commonwealth  Pier  apron) 

o  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Section  77  review 
of  consistency  for  building  height. 

o  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior  certification  of 
rehabilitation  design. 

o  Federal  Communications  Commission  and  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  review  for  microwave  and 
satellite  transmitters,  if  any. 

o  U.S.  Coast  Guard  review  of  maritime  program/ 
facilities. 

o  Massachusetts  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 
Engineering  (DEQE) ,  Division  of  Waterways 
confirmation  of  exemption  from  Chapter  91, 
Section  14. 


55     Environmental  Issues 


o  DEQE  Division  of  Water  Pollution  Control  and 

Metropolitan  District  Commission  sewer  use  permit. 

o  DEQE  Air  Quality  Division  permit/review  for  new 
sources  of  air  contaminants  (fossil  fuel  heatinq 
facility,  if  any) . 

o  Massachusetts  Historic  Commission  and  Boston 
Landmarks  Commission  review  of  proposed 
rehabilitation  design. 

o  Massachusetts  Office  of  Coastal  Zone  Management 
consistency  review. 

o  Massachusetts  Aeronautic  Commission  review  of 
heliport  (if  any) . 

o  Boston  Water  and  Sewer  Commission  review  of  utility 
plans. 

o  Boston  Conservation  Commission  Order  of  Conditions. 
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Transportation  Analysis 


Detailed  response  to  the  transportation  issues  raised 
in  the  Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of   Environmental 
Affairs  can  be  found  at  the  end  of  this  Transportation 
section,  p.  82   to  95  . 

The  following  pages  present  a  summary  of  the  transpor- 
tation analysis  carried  out  for  the  Environmental 
Impact  Report.   For  a  more  detailed  discussion  of  the 
transportation  aspects  of  the  project,  please  refer  to 
Appendix  1  of  the  Technical  Appendix. 

The  objective  of  the  transportation  analysis  is  to 
estimate  travel  demands  created  by  the  projected  BOSCOM 
development  of  Commonwealth  Pier.  These  estimated 
demands  were  compared  to  base  conditions  expected  in 
the  design  or  implementation  year  of  1987  to  estimate 
probable  impacts  of  the  project. 

The  transportation  analysis  study  process  was  carried 
out  in  three  tasks: 

1.  Description  of  the  Environment  —  This  task 
measured  existing  transportation  conditions  includ- 
ing activities  at  Commonwealth  Pier  and  at  other 
locations  in  the  study  area. 

2.  Probable  Impacts  of  the  Project  —  The  second  task 
forecasted  transportation  demands  generated  by  the 
Preliminary  Development  Concept  and  BOSCOM  Alterna- 
tives along  with  forecasts  of  traffic  generated 
from  anticipated  land  development  in  the  study 
area.   These  forecasts  were  then  compared  with 
system  capacity  to  identify  potential  problem  areas 
and  needs.   It  was  found  that  the  most  significant 
impacts  would  occur  at  the  Fort  Point  Channel  cros- 
sings and  adjacent  inter sectionsl  Northern  Avenue 
is  expected  to  experience  the  heaviest  impacts, 
primarily  as  a  result  of  background  development  in 
the  area  traffic, 

3.  Measures  to  Mitigate  Environmental  Impact  —  The 
last  task  in  the  study  process  identified  potential 
solutions  to  alleviate  transport  impacts  created  by 
the  BOSCOM  development.   Several  mitigating 
measures  were  identified  including  the  operation  of 
shuttle  bus  service  between  the  major  downtown 
Boston  hotels  and  Commonwealth  Pier  to  serve  BOSCOM 
visitors;  development  of  a  parking  pricing  policy 
to  discourage  automobile  usage;  improvements  to 
MBTA  bus  routes  now  serving  the  site:  and  intersec- 
tion improvements  at  the  Congress  Street/Atlantic 
Avenue  intersection. 
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Identification  of  the  Study  Area 

A  meeting  and  subsequent  field  investigation  were  held 
between  the  consultants  and  the  MEPA  staff  on  September  23 
and  24,  1981  to  specifically  identify  where  the  project 
impact  would  be  measured.   The  specific  locations  which 
were  identified  and  selected  for  further  analysis  include 
ten  intersections  on  the  perimeter  of  South  Boston  and 
four   intersections   located  within   South   Boston. 
Generally,  the  traffic  analysis  study  area  is  bounded  by 
Atlantic  Avenue  in  downtown  Boston;  Albany  Street,  Old 
Colony  Avenue,  Day  Boulevard,  and  L  Street  as  shown  in 
Figure  IV- 1. 

Data  Collection 

A  comprehensive  field  inventory  of  the  traffic  study  area 
was  conducted  between  November,  1981  and  March,  1982. 
The  field  survey  included  collection  of  daily  and  peak 
hour  traffic  volumes  on  the  study  area  roadway  system, 
roadway  geometries,  traffic  control  device  locations, 
vehicle  speeds,  accidents,  MBTA  bus  route  ridership  data, 
and  cruise  ship  passenger  characteristics.   The  data 
collection  phase  of  the  project  provided  a  great  deal  of 
detailed  information  regarding  travel  characteristics 
within  the  study  area.   This  information  is  briefly 
summarized  in  the  following  sections. 

Traffic  Volumes 

The  traffic  count  program  provided  data  on  hourly  and 
daily  flow  variations,  showing  that  peak  conditions 
occurred  on  a  weekday  during  morning  and  evening  commuter 
hours.   Weekend  volumes  were  significantly  lower  due  to 
the  absence  of  commuter  vehicles. 

Traffic  volumes,  on  the  three  Fort  Point  Channel  crossings 
vary  considerably.   The  Northern  Avenue  bridge  carries 
approximately  20,600  vehicles  per  weekday  (vpd).   Congress 
Street  and  Summer  Street  carry  10,100  vpd  and  28,200  vpd, 
respectively.   Other  major  roadways  carry  significant 
traffic  volumes.   For  excunple,  L  Street  carries  approxi- 
mately 12,600  vpd  and  Old  Colony  Avenue  handles  21,500 
vpd.   The  Broadway  Bridge  carries  12,900  vpd  while  the 
West  Fourth  Street  Bridge  carries  12,700  vpd.   The 
manually  collected  data  indicates  that  peak  hour  traffic 
generally  accounts  for  between  7  and  1 1  percent  of  the 
daily  flows,  and  that  traffic  volumes  on  the  major 
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Figure  IV- 1 


Traffic  Analysis  Study  Area 
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113  Traffic  Analysis  Area 
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arteries  are  highly  directional  with  predominant  flows 
moving  toward  downtown  Boston  during  the  morning  peak 
hour  and  away  from  downtown  Boston  during  the  evening 
peak. 

Transit  Service 

The  Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority  (MBTA) 
currently  operates  two  bus  routes  that  use  Northern 
Avenue  adjacent  to  the  Commonwealth  Pier. 

Route  6  provides  local  service  between  the  Army  Base  in 
South  Boston  and  Haymarket.   Route  7  provides  local 
service  between  City  Point,  South  Boston  and  downtown 
Boston.   Both  routes  stop  at  South  Station  and  Route  6 
also  stops  at  Haymarket,  providing  a  direct  connection  to 
the  regional  subway/trolley  system. 

During  the  peak  hour.  Route  6  operates  at  15-minute  head- 
ways and  Route  7  operates  at  11-minute  headways  for  a 
total  of  9  to  10  buses  passing  Commonwealth  Pier  during 
the  peak  hour. 

Cruise  Ship  Operations 

Cruise  ship  operations  currently  play  a  role  in  the  use 
of  Commonwealth  Pier.   Commonwealth  Pier  is  the  only 
cruise  ship  passenger  terminal  in  Boston  and  handles 
approximately  15-30  major  cruise  ships  per  year.   In 
addition,  regularly  scheduled  charter  boat,  jazz  boat  and 
irregularly  scheduled  excursion  activity  takes  place  at 
Commonwealth  Pier  during  the  summer  months.   During  the 
study,  a  review  of  all  cruise  ship  activity  during  1981 
was  undertaken  and  a  survey  of  all  passengers  boarding 
the  cruise  ship  Volendam  was  conducted  in  order  to  obtain 
data  regarding  passenger  travel  characteristics. 


PROBABLE  IMPACTS  OF  THE       Base  Traffic  Conditions 
PROJECT 


To  accurately  assess  the  impact  of  the  proposed  develop- 
ment of  Commonwealth  Pier,  the  future  committed  roadway 
network  for  the  1987  analysis  year  was  established  along 
with  future  potential  development  in  the  area  for  1987. 
After  a  review  of  all  available  information,  it  is 
expected  that  four  improvement  projects  will  be  completed 
by  1987.   These  projects  are: 
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o   Relocation  of  Northern  Avenue  from  Atlantic  Avenue  to 
B  Street  including  reconstruction  of  the  Northern 
Avenue  Bridge 

o   Atlantic  Avenue  and  Summer  Street  intersection 
improvements 

o   Broadway,  Dorchester  Avenue,  and  Greenbaum  Street 
intersection  upgrade  and  MBTA  kiosk  removal 

o   Reserved  Channel  Bridge  upgrade 

Background  Traffic  Growth 

In  addition  to  the  proposed  new  uses  of  Commonwealth 
Pier,  there  are  several  planned  building  programs  and 
rehabilitations  at  other  locations  in  the  study  area 
which  will  generate  new  traffic.   Specific  projects  which 
were  included  under  background  growth  include  the 
proposed  mixed  use  development  (hotel,  housing,  office 
and  retail  uses)  on  Piers  1,  2,  and  3;  increased  housing 
and  office  use  along  Congress  Street;  a  move  of  3,000 
Army  Base  employees  to  the  Barnes  Building;  and  increased 
warehousing  and  industrial  activity  at  Boston  Marine 
Industrial  Park  (BMIP). 

Background  traffic  was  estimated  using  two  sources: 
1)  the  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers  (ITE)  report 
"Trip  Generation"!/;  and  2)  person-trip  rates  for  various 
land  uses  which  were  presented  in  the  Parcel  IB,  Harvard 
Square  Draft  EIR  and  Final  EIR  (EOEA  #3176). 

Person-trips  were  changed  to  automobile  trips  by  applying 
transit  use  factors  (modal  split)  and  car  occupancy  rates 
for  each  land  use  category.  Modal  splits  were  estimated 
for  each  of  the  subareas  studied,  primarily  as  a  function 
of  the  level  of  transit  service  available  in  each  subarea 
and  the  type  of  land  use  proposed. 

The  results  of  this  analysis  indicate  planned  land 
development  activity  within  the  study  area  will  generate 
approximately  18,600  vehicle-trips  on  an  average  weekday 
in  1987.   The  new  traffic  was  added  to  the  existing 


V  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers,  Trip  Generation, 
An  Informational  Report,  Washington,  D.C.,  1975,  Rev. 
1979. 
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traffic  volumes  to  develop  1987  No-Build  traffic  net- 
works.  (The  No-Build  networks  indicate  peak  hour  traffic 
volumes  assuming  that  all  proposed  projects  except  the 
Commonwealth  Pier  redevelopment  are  completed) . 

Trip  Generation  Analysis  -  BOSCOM;   Alternative  3 

The  alternative  consists  of  the  following  land  use 
development  program: 

o   BOSCOM  Administrative 

Office  30,000  SF 

o    Exhibition  space  221,000  SF 

o   Trade  mart  364,000  SF 

o   Hotel  (500  rooms)  316,000  SF 

o   Retail  23,000  SF 

o   Restaurant  49,000  SF 

o   Cruise  Terminal  37,000  SF 

o   Parking  (520  spaces)  271 ,000  SF 

TOTAL  1,311,000  SF 

BOSCOM  is  currently  planning  to  sponsor  four  different 
types  of  events  within  the  exhibition  and  trade  mart  area 
at  Commonwealth  Pier.   These  events  range  from  a  one-day 
program  tailored  to  specific  groups  or  associations  to 
week  long  events  which  are  organized  around  specific 
computer  related  topics.   The  selected  developer  (FMR 
Properties)  has  provided  the  consultant  team  with  esti- 
mates of  employees  and  visitors  expected  on  a  daily  basis 
in  1987.   Data  was  provided  for  each  of  the  shows  that 
BOSCOM  would  offer  throughout  the  year  (1987). 

The  85th  percentile  use  day  was  chosen  to  represent  a 
design  day.   Attendance  on  the  85th  precentile  day  will 
be  exceeded  only  15%  of  the  time.   During  this  day,  a 
major  show  would  be  taking  place  at  Commonwealth  Pier, 
the  permanent  showrooms  and  the  exhibition  space  would  be 
fully  operational  and  the  BOSCOM  administrative  offices 
and  the  hotel,  restaurant  and  retail  uses  would  be  fully 
functioning.   The  design  day  was  also  chosen  to  fall  on  a 
weekday  when  a  cruise  ship  is  in  port  in  order  to  deter- 
mine project  impact  on  peak  weekday  traffic. 

The  following  table  presents  the  total  number  of  people 
expected  at  BOSCOM  on  the  design  day. 
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DESIGN  DAY  OCCUPANCY 
z^T  BOSCOM 


Permanent  showroom  employees  580 

Exhibition  space  employees  440 

BOSCOM  Administrative  employees  185 

Service  employees 

(Hotel,  Restaurant,  Retail)  300 

Visitors  1,015 

Total  2,520 


As  can  be  seen  from  the  table,  a  design  day  crowd  con- 
sists of  1,505  employees  and  1,015  visitors,  a  total  of 
2,520  individuals. 

The  following  table  was  developed  from  information 
provided  by  the  selected  developer  and  summarizes  the 
expected  daily  trip  origins  by  employee/visitor  category. 
The  table  shows  approximately  53  percent  of  the  people  at 
BOSCOM  will  be  from  the  Boston  area  while  the  remaining 
47  percent  will  be  from  outside  the  region. 
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BOSCOM  ALTERNATIVE 
DESIGN  DAY  DAILY  PERSON-TRIP  ORIGINS 


,1/ 


Non-Boston  Based 


Category 


Boston  Area^''    From     From 

Home  Based Hotels   Logan   Total 


Permanent  showroom 
employees 


Exhibition  space 
employees 


330 


M 


BOSCOM  Administrative 
employees 


Service  employees 
(hotel,  restaurant, 
and  retail) 


300 


Visitors 


255 


685 


Total 


1,330 


1,115 


75    2,520 


V/   The  Boston  area  is  defined  as  an  area  within  an  accept- 
able one-day  round  trip  driving  distance  from  the  Boston 
CBD. 

2/   It  is  expected  that  all  exhibition  space  employees  who 
are  non-Boston  based  will  be  in  Boston  on  the  design  day. 
There  may  be  some  arrivals  directly  from  Logan  but  this 
number  would  not  be  measurable  in  terms  of  level  of 
service  impacts  at  study  area  intersections. 


Given  the  origin  of  trips  to  BOSCOM  by  category  of  employee 
and  visitors,  an  estimate  was  made  of  transit  usage  and 
temporal  distribution  to  arrive  at  actual  daily  and  peak 
hour  vehicular  travel  demands.   The  transit  use  factor 
for  employee/visitor  category  was  developed  based  upon  a 
commitment  by  FMR  Properties  to  provide  shuttle  bus  opera- 
tions between  Boston  area  hotels  and  BOSCOM  during  show 
weeks. 
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Arrival  and  departure  patterns  at  BOSCOM  are  affected  by 
operating  characteristics  of  shows  expected  in  the  exhibi- 
tion area.   While  service  type  employees  are  expected  to 
follow  normal  urban  area  arrival  and  departure  patterns, 
visitors  and  BOSCOM  exhibitor/showroom  employees  will 
have  a  unique  travel  pattern  that  is  dictated  by  the 
BOSCOM  show  operation. 

Current  plans  call  for  BOSCOM  to  be  operational  between 
9:00  AM  and  9:00  PM  during  show  days.   Since  these  hours 
are  relatively  long,  covering  a  12-hour  period,  it  is 
expected  that  the  work  trip  arrivals  and  departures  by 
employees  will  be  less  concentrated  than  those  of  typical 
office  developments. 

It  is  expected  that  afternoon  peaking  characteristics 
will  be  less  intense  than  that  of  the  morning  peak  hour, 
primarily  due  to  the  nature  of  the  show  and  the  amenities 
provided  by  BOSCOM.   The  expected  daily  and  peak  hour 
auto  trips  eicpected  to  be  generated  by  BOSCOM  are  shown 
in  the  following  table. 


BOSCOM   ALTERNATIVE    AUTO   TRIP   GENERATION    SUMMARY 


Daily 
Auto  Trips 

AM  Peak 
Person-Trips 

PM 
Pe 

Peak 

rson-Tr 

ips 

In 

Out 

Total 

In 

Out 

Total 

In 

..Out 

Total 

Home   Based 

936 

936 

1,872 

270 

278 

68 

221 

289 

Hotel   Based 

185 

185 

370 

34 

34 

5 

27 

32 

Logan  Based 

54 

54 

108 

4 

4 

2 

6 

8 

Total 

1,175 

1,175 

2,350 

308 

316 

75 

254 

329 
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Trip  Generation  Analysis  -  Preliminary  Development 
Concept:   Alternative  2 

In  order  to  analyze  the  trip  generation  characteristics 
of  the  Preliminary  Development  Concept  conference/ 
exhibition  center,  it  was  necessary  to  rely  on  informa- 
tion provided  by  FMR  Properties  regarding  the  BOSCOM 
alternative  since  no  other  specific  traffic  information 
was  available  regarding  the  Preliminary  Development 
Concept.   A  comparison  of  the  square  footage  dedicated  to 
showroom,  exhibition  and  conference  space  between  the  two 
alternatives  indicates  that  the  Preliminary  Development 
Concept  alternative  is  approximately  65  percent  of  the 
size  of  the  BOSCOM  alternative.   The  analysis  of  BOSCOM 
visitors  and  employee/ exhibitor  trip  generation  was  thus 
reduced  to  65  percent  of  the  previously  reported  BOSCOM 
alternative. 

As  shown  in  the  following  table,  the  land  use  development 
program  contains  a  significant  amount  of  office  space 
making  it  substantially  different  from  BOSCOM. 

Preliminary  Development  Concept  Program 

o  Exhibition  space  340,000  SF 

o  Conference  facility  30,000  SF 

o  Office  340,000  SF 

o  Hotel  (100  rooms)  80,000  SF 

o  Restaurant  20,000  SF 

o  Cruise  Terminal  20,000  SF 

o  Parking  (1,000  spaces)  510,000  SF 

TOTAL  1,340,000  SF 


The  following  table  summarizes  the  expected  daily  trip 
origins  by  employee/visitor  category. 
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PRELIMINARY  DEVELOPMENT  CONCEPT 
DESIGN  DAY  DAILY  PERSON-TRIP  ORIGINS 


Non-Boston  Based 


Category 


Boston  Area 
Home  Based 


From    From 
Hotels  Logan 


Total 


Permanent  Showroom 
Employees 


65 


Exhibition  Space 
Employees 

70 

215 

nl/ 

285 

Trade  Show  Adminis- 
trative Office 
Employees 

120 

0 

0 

120 

Service  Employees 

195 

0 

0 

195 

Visitors 

165 

445 

50 

660 

Office  Employees 

1,530 

0 

0 

1,530 

Total 

2,390 

725 

50 

3,165 

V   It  is  expected  that  all  exhibition  space  employees 
who  are  non-Boston  based  will  be  in  Boston  on  the 
design  day.   There  may  be  some  arrivals  directly 
from  Logan  but  this  number  would  not  be  measurable  : 
terms  of  level  of  service  impacts  at  the  study  area 
intersections. 


In  general,  the  Preliminary  Development  Concept  program 
would  result  in  a  higher  level  of  automobile  traffic  than 
the  BOSCOM  proposal.  Ths  is  primarily  due  to  the  office 
component  of  the  Preliminary  Development  Concept  program. 
The  BOSCOM  alternative  does  not  include  the  substantial 
office  use.  Office  uses  have  highly  peaked  traffic  and 
result  in  a  greater  traffic  impact. 

The  difference  between  the  two  alternatives  is  clearly 
shown  in  that  the  Preliminary  Development  Concept  has 
approximately  645  more  person-trip  origins  than  B0SC0f4 
and  a  substantially  higher  percentage  (76%)  of  Boston 
based  trips  due  largely  to  the  proposed  office  use  on 
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PRELIMINARY  DEVELOPMENT  CONCEPT 
DESIGN  DAY  DAILY  PERSON-TRIP  ORIGINS 


igory 


Boston  Area 
Home  Based 


Non-Boston  Based 
From    From 
Hotels  Logan  Total 


Permanent  Showroom 
Employees 


Exhibition  Space 

Employees 

70 

215 

nl/ 

285 

Trade  Show  Adminis- 

trative Office 

Employees 

120 

0 

0 

120 

Service  Employees 

195 

0 

0 

195 

Visitors 

165 

445 

50 

660 

Office  Employees 

1,530 

0 

0 

1,530 

Total 

2,390 

725 

50 

3,165 

V   It  is  expected  that  all  exhibition  space  employees 
who  are  non-Boston  based  will  be  in  Boston  on  the 
design  day.   There  may  be  some  arrivals  directly 
from  Logan  but  thi  s  number  would  not  be  measurable  in 
terms  of  level  of  service  impacts  at  the  study  area 
intersections. 


In  general,  the  Preliminary  Development  Concept  program 
would  result  in  a  higher  level  of  automobile  traffic  than 
the  BOSCOM  proposal.   Ths  is  primarily  due  to  the  office 
component  of  the  Preliminary  Development  Concept  program 
which  is  not  present  under  the  BOSCOM  alternative. 
Office  uses  have  highly  peaked  traffic  and  result  in  a 
greater  traffic  impact. 


The  difference  between  the  two  alternatives  is  clearly 
shown  here.   The  Preliminary  Development  Concept  has 
approximately  645  more  person-trip  origins  than  BOSCOM 
and  a  substantially  higher  percentage  (76%)  would  be 
Boston  based  due  largely  to  the  proposed  office  use  on 
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site.   These  differences  indicate  that  daily  traffic 
volumes  would  be  significantly  larger  under  the 
Preliminary  Development  Concept. 

The  expected  daily  and  peak  hour  auto  trips  expected  to 
be  generated  by  the  Preliminary  Development  Concept  are 
shown  in  the  following  Table. 


PRELIMINARY    DEVELOPMraT   CONCEPT   TRIP   GENERATION    SUMMARY 


Daily 
Auto  Tripi 

s 

AM  Peak 
In          Out     Total 

PM  Peak 
Person-Trips 

In 

Out 

Total 

In 

Out 

Total 

Home  Based 

2,610 

2,610 

5,220 

804 

125          929 

168 

736 

904 

Hotel  Based 

238 

238 

476 

31 

31 

5 

29 

34 

Logan  Based 

36 

36 

72 

2 

2 

1 

3 

4 

Total 

2,884 

2,884 

5,768 

837 

125          962 

174 

768 

942 

Trip  Distribution 

Assignment 

In  the  previous  discussion,  the  quantity  of  new  vehicle- 
trips  either  arriving  at  or  departing  from  Coramomwealth 
Pier  was  determined.   The  trip  distribution  phase  then 
analyzes  the  origins  and  destinations  of  all  trips. 

Based  on  information  provided  by  the  developer,  it  is 
clear  that  there  are  three  distinct  employee/visitor 
groups,  each  with  their  own  trip  making  characteristics: 

1)  Home  based  trips  -  The  majority  of  the  employees 
and  a  small  percentage  of  visitors  will  travel 
between  their  homes  in  the  Boston  metropolitan 
area  and  Commonwealth  Pier. 

2)  Hotel  based  trips  -  A  majority  of  the  visitors 
and  a  small  percentage  of  the  employees  will 
arrive  at  Commonwealth  Pier  directly  from  a  hotel 
in  the  Boston  area. 

3)  Logan  based  trips  -  A  small  percentage  of  the 
visitors  at  Commonwealth  Pier  will  arrive  directly 
from  Logan  Airport. 
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Auto  trips  v*ere  distributed  differently  for  each  group  as 
described  in  the  Appendix.   A  brief  explanation  of  each 
group's  traffic  patterns  follows: 

1.  Home  Based  Trips;   Home  based  individuals  represent 
the  largest  of  the  three  groups.   This  group's  trip 
distribution  pattern  relied  upon  data  presented  in 
the  report  "An  Access  Oriented  Parking  Strategy  for 
the  Boston  Metropolitan  Area"  (prepared  by  Wilbur 
Smith  and  Associates,  1972).   Route  assignments  were 
developed  using  several  sources:   intersection  capa- 
city analysis  results,  travel  speed  and  delay  runs  in 
the  study  area  and  the  Wilbur  Smith  trip  distribution. 

2.  Hotel  Based  Trips:   Sixty-seven  (67)  percent  of  the 
BOSCOM  visitors  and  17  percent  of  the  employees/ 
exhibitors  are  expected  to  stay  in  Boston  hotels 
during  a  show  week.   For  this  reason,  the  location 
and  projected  supply  of  hotel  rooms  in  Boston  and 
Cambridge  in  1987  were  analyzed.   This  supply  of 
hotel  rooms  was  broken  down  into  six  different 
analysis  zones  based  on  each  hotel's  geographical 
location.   BOSCOM  destined  trips  were  distributed 
based  on  the  number  of  rooms  in  each  analysis  zone. 

3.  Logan  Based  Trips:   A  small  percentage  of  trips  gener- 
ated by  BOSCOM  will  include  people  in  town  for  just 
one  day  to  attend  an  event.   An  estimated  7.5  percent 
of  the  daily  visitor  arrivals  would  be  directly  from 
Logan  Airport  in  East  Boston. 

Daily  Traffic  Increases  on  the  Roadway  Network 

Based  on  the  background  traffic  growth  and  development 
generated  traffic,  1987  daily  traffic  volumes  were  esti- 
mated and  assigned  to  the  roadway  network  for  all  three 
alternatives.   The  following  table  summarizes  the  results 
of  the  analysis  and  compares  them  with  existing  daily 
volumes. 
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EXISTING  AND  FUTURE  DAILY  TRAFFIC  VOLUMES 


1987 
1987      1987    Preliminary 
Existing  No-Build  BOSCOM   Development 
ADT-'^     ADT ADT     Concept  APT 


Northern  Ave. 
Bridge  20,560     29,340     30,700     32,680 

Congress  St.  Bridge 
(over  Fort  Point 
Channel)  10,090     11,800     11,980     12,300 

Summer  St.  Bridge 
(over  Fort  Point 
Channel)  28,290    29,450    29,530    29,650 

L  St.  (north  of 
Broadway)  12,560     13,160     13,260     13,390 

D  St.  (south  of 
Summer  St.)        9,830     10,480     10,570     10,710 


V  ADT  =  Average  Daily  Traffic. 


Level  of  Service  Analysis 

The  reported  traffic  volumes  on  the  study  area  streets 
indicate  the  importance  of  these  routes  to  the  regional 
roadway  system  in  South  Boston  and  the  Fort  Point  Channel 
area,  but  they  give  little  indication  of  the  quality  of 
traffic  flow.   To  measure  quality  of  flow,  intersection 
capacities  were  analyzed  at  14  locations  with  reapect  to 
the  1981  base  traffic  volume  network  and  the  1987  No- 
Build,  Preliminary  Development  Concept  and  BOSCOM  net- 
works.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  project's  impacts  are 
not  confined  to  these  14  intersections,  they  simply 
represent  locations  where  the  impacts  of  the  project  and 
alternatives  were  measured  and  analyzed. 

To  measure  the  operating  conditions  at  the  selected  inter- 
sections, the  Level  of  Service  (LOS)  was  calculated. 
Level  of  Service  is  a  qualitative  measure  of  the  effect 
of  a  number  of  operational  factors  including  speed, 
travel  delay,  freedom  to  maneuver  and  safety.   The 
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application  of  a  Level  of  Service  calculation  at  an  inter- 
section essentially  present  an  index  of  its  operational 
qualities.   The  Level  of  Service  concept  is  identical  to 
a  grading  system  where  grades  (levels  of  service)  range 
from  A  to  F.   In  practice,  any  roadway  may  operate  at  a 
wide  range  of  levels  of  service,  depending  on  the  time  of 
day,  day  of  week   or  period  of  year.   Level  of  Service 
"A"  is  the  optimum  condition  of  free  flow  where  roadway 
operating  conditions  are  at  their  best.   Level  of  Service 
"C",  a  condition  of  stable  flow,  is  generally  considered 
desirable  for  peak  or  design  traffic  flow  in  urban  areas. 
Level  of  Service  "E",  on  the  other  hand,  represents  an 
unstable  flow  condition  where  excessive  congestion  and 
delays  are  prevalent.   It  is  characterized  by  backups  or 
queues  of  vehicles  waiting  to  pass  through  the  intersec- 
tion and  long  delays.   Often,  it  is  necessary  to  design 
for  Level  of  Service  "D"  conditions  in  heavily  traveled 
or  congested  urban  areas.   Level  of  Service  indicators 
are  shown  on  Figures  IV-2  and  IV-3  for  the  base  and  three 
alternatives. 

Intersection  Capacity  Analysis;  As  described  previously, 
urban  arterial  traffic  operations  are  usually  controlled 
by  the  operation  of  major  intersections  along  the  roadway 
segment.  A  total  of  14  intersections  in  the  traffic 
study  area  were  analyzed  for  the  eight  sets  of  peak  hour 
traffic  volumes: 

1981  Base  AM  &  PM 

1987  No-Build  AM  &  PM 

1987  Preliminary  Development  Concept  AM  &  PM 

1987  BOSCOM  Alternative  AM  &  PM 


The  analyses  results  indicate  that  the  majority  of  the 
intersections  within  the  study  area  will  be  able  to 
accommodate  the  demands  placed  on  them  by  BOSCOM  in  the 
future.   During  the  morning  peak  hour,  only  two  intersec- 
tions were  found  to  be  operating  at  or  near  capacity 
after  adding  all  development  traffic  to  the  1987  No-Build 
networks.   These  two  locations  include  the  Broadway 
Bridge/Frontage  Road  intersection  and  Dewey  Square 
(Atlantic  Avenue/  Summer  Street).   During  the  afternoon 
peak  hour,  four  intersections  would  operate  at  or  near 
capacity.   The  four  locations  are:   Northern  Avenue/ 
Atlantic  Avenue,  Congress  Street/Atlantic  Avenue,  Dewey 
Square,  and  Broadway  Bridge/  Frontage  Road. 
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Figure  IV-2 
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Figure  IV-3 
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Mobility  Deficiencies;   All  other  intersections  were 
found  to  operate  at  acceptable  levels  of  service  under 
all  alternatives.   However,  the  critical  lane  analysis 
technique  describes  only  part  of  what  is  happening  on  the 
roadway  network.   The  technique  assumes  optimal  signal 
timing  —  a  situation  which  is  not  always  the  case. 
Further,  in  the  traffic  study  area,  there  is  a  significant 
amount  of  illegal  parking,  particularly  on  South  Boston 
streets.   This  has  the  effect  of  further  reducing  traffic 
flow  speeds  and  increasing  congestion.   In  order  to  des- 
cribe these  conditions  (herein  referred  to  as  "mobility 
deficiencies").  Figures  IV-4  and  IV-5  were  prepared  to 
describe  both  morning  and  afternoon  peak  hour  conditions. 

Several  of  the  problem  areas  shown  on  the  two  figures 
have  already  been  discussed  in  detail.   For  this  reason, 
they  are  only  highlighted  briefly.   Specific  deficiencies 
in  the  morning  include  restricted  travel  speeds  due  to 
parking  and  traffic  signal  spacing,  auto/truck  conflicts 
and  resultant  congestion  on  several  of  the  arterials  in 
South  Boston  (L  Street,  D  Street  and  A  Street).   Other 
deficient  areas  include  the  northbound  side  of  the  South- 
east Expressway  to  the  Dewey  Square  tunnel,  right  turns 
from  the  Broadway  Bridge  to  Frontage  Road,  pedestrian/ 
auto  conflicts  in  Dewey  Square,  and  the  short  weave  from 
the  Central  Artery  off-ramp  to  the  Northern  Avenue  bridge 
approach. 

Afternoon  peak  hour  mobility  deficiencies  cover  basically 
the  same  areas,  however,  the  peak  travel  directions  are 
reversed.   Three  different  deficient  locations  are  iden- 
tified on  the  figure:   2-Old  Colony  Avenue  southbound, 
5- the  Northern  Avenue/Atlantic  Avenue  intersection,  and 
6-the  Central  Artery  northbound.   Traffic  flow  on  Old 
Colony  Avenue  is  especially  heavy  during  the  afternoon 
peak  hour  and  flow  interuptions  occur  at  the  traffic 
signals  and  from  the  numerous  curb  cuts. 

Congestion  at  the  Northern  Avenue/Atlantic  Avenue  inter- 
section is  a  result  of  two  heavy  converging  streams  of 
traffic  passing  through  this  intersection.   While  a  stop 
sign  is  posted  on  the  Northern  Avenue  approach,  this 
control  is  ineffective  during  peak  afternoon  traffic 
opations.   A  further  complicating  factor  is  the  location 
of  an  on-ramp  to  the  Central  Artery  directly  opposite 
Northern  Avenue. 
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Figure  IV-4 
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single  lane. 
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Southeast  Expressway. 
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Figure  IV-5 
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One  final  problem  is  the  Central  Artery  itself.   During 
the  afternoon  peak  hour,  the  Artery  is  heavily  congested 
in  both  directions.   Proposed  improvements  at  the  Route  1/ 
1-93  merge  would  result  in  significant  improvements  for 
northbound  traffic.   Removal  of  this  bottleneck  would 
allow  existing  traffic  to  be  processed  more  efficiently 
resulting  in  shorter  delays  and  increased  speeds. 

Parking 

Under  the  BOSCOM  proposal,  520  parking  spaces  are  planned 
inside  Commonwealth  Pier  and  approximately  700  spaces 
will  be  available  on  the  area  outside  the  building  known 
as  Commonwealth  Flats.   The  Preliminary  Development 
Concept  initially  assumed  that  it  would  be  possible  to 
design  1,000  parking  spaces  within  Commonwealth  Pier. 
Combined  with  700  spaces  on  Commonwealth  Flats,  1,700 
off-street  spaces  would  be  available  under  the  Preliminary 
Development  Concept. 

The  following  table  presents  a  parking  demand  breakdown 
by  user  category  for  both  build  alternatives. 

SUMMARY  OF  DESIGN  DAY  PARKING  SPACE  NEEDS 

Preliminary 
Development 
BOSCOM     Concept 

Administrative  Offices 

Service  Employees 

Employees/Exhibitors 

Visitors  (home  arrivals) 

Visitors  (hotel  arrivals  - 
assumes  rental  cars) 

Cruise  Ship  Passengers 

Office  Building 

Total  Spaces 


125 

80 

90 

60 

400 

260 

175 

110 

100 

65 

125 

125 

- 

680 

015 

1,380 
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The  basic  conclusion  of  the  parking  analysis  is  that  under 
the  BOSCOM  proposal,  sufficient  parking  will  be  available 
to  meet  the  projected  need.   A  surplus  of  approximately 
200  spaces  will  be  available  on  the  design  day,  indicating 
that  additional  parking  can  be  accommodated  if  necessary. 
Further,  on  those  occasions  when  there  is  no  cruise  ship 
parking,  the  125  cruise  ship  parking  spaces  would  also  be 
available  to  meet  BOSCOM  parking  needs. 

The  analysis  of  the  Preliminary  Development  Concept 
indicates  that  if  this  alternative  were  chosen,  a  surplus 
of  approximately  320  spaces  would  be  available  on  the 
design  day. 

Public  Transit  System 

It  was  estimated  previously  that  new  public  transit  trips 
generated  by  the  Preliminary  Development  Concept  or 
BOSCOM  proposals  would  approximate  392  and  286  daily 
total  riders,  respectively.   This  demand  level  is  for 
public  transit  only  and  does  not  include  the  use  of  a 
privately  run  shuttle  bus  serving  BOSCOM  and  Boston  area 
hotels.   The  additional  ridership  on  public  transit  is 
not  expected  to  place  any  new  burden  or  hardship  on  the 
MBTA  bus  system. 

Construction 

During  the  construction  period,  it  is  expected  that 
traffic  disruptions  will  be  minimal.   There  will  be  some 
increased  truck  activity,  however  major  shows  and  exhibi- 
tions will  not  take  place,  resulting  in  a  negligible 
impact. 


MITIGATION  MEASURES  The  third  phase  of  the  traffic  study  was  the  identifica- 

tion of  mitigation  measures  necessary  to  minimize  the 
traffic  and  parking  impact  of  the  project.  The  analysis 
of  traffic  impacts  indicated  that  under  the  BOSCOM  pro- 
posal, approximately  2,350  auto  trips  will  be  generated 
by  the  proposed  project.  While  this  project's  impact  is 
relatively  small  when  compared  to  existing  daily  traffic 
and  other  projected  background  traffic,  several  mitigating 
measures  were  investigated  to  help  reduce  the  project's 
traffic  impact.  The  following  section  briefly  describes 
several  mitigating  measures  which  were  studied  including 
measures  previously  proposed  by  others. 
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FMR  Properties  and  Massport  will  provide  shuttle  bus 
service  between  BOSCOM  and  major  hotels  in  Boston. 
This  service  would  primarily  serve  BOSCOM  employees 
and  visitors  staying  at  area  hotels. 

MBTA  Routes  6  and  7  should  be  improved  by  increasing 
peak  hour  frequencies  to  10-minute  headways.  This 
improvement  by  the  MBTA  will  also  serve  to  improve 
accessibility  to  other  abutters  and  provide  further 
encouragement  for  BOSCOM  employees  to  use  existing 
transit  service. 

Marketing  information  and  brochures  provided  to 
prospective  Commonwealth  Pier  visitors  should  include 
details  of  how  to  get  to  Commonwealth  Pier.   Informa- 
tion should  be  provided  on  the  availability  of  the 
hotel  shuttle  bus  service  as  well  as  MBTA  service  in  a 
manner  similar  to  the  Logan  Airport  brochure  prepared 
by  Massport.   In  addition,  Massport  and  FMR  Properties 
will  work  together  to  minimize  traffic  use  of  residen- 
tial streets  in  South  Boston.   To  this  end,  street 
maps  indicating  optimum  routes  to  BOSCOM  will  show 
access  via  major  non-residential  arteries. 

It  is  suggested  that  the  BOSCOM  administration  develop 
a  close  working  relationship  with  the  operators  of  the 
hotel  proposed  for  Piers  1,  2  &  3.   Such  a  relation- 
ship could  include  the  reservation  of  large  blocks  of 
rooms  during  major  BOSCOM  shows.   By  locating  out-of- 
town  employees  and  visitors  in  the  Pier  1,2,  3  Hotel, 
peak  hour  vehicular  travel  across  the  critical  Fort 
Point  Channel  crossings  could  be  reduced.   Another 
available  option  is  the  operation  of  a  courtesy  van 
connecting  the  two  buildings. 

Parking  should  be  managed  to  discourage  employees  from 
driving  to  Commonwealth  Pier.   It  is  suggested  that 
permanent  employees  be  required  to  park  outside  of  the 
building  in  a  separate  long-terra  parking  area. 
Provisions  could  be  made  for  carpoolers,  possibly 
including  reserved  parking  spaces  within  Commonwealth 
Pier.   Cruise  ship  parking  should  also  be  provided  in 
a  distinct  parking  area.   Short-terra  visitor  parking 
could  be  provided  both  within  the  building  and  outside 
Additionally,  reserved  spaces  will  be  required  for 
hotel  guests  and  restaurant  visitors. 


Transportation 


An  important  mitigating  measure  would  be  the  construc- 
tion of  intersection  improvements  to  be  made  on  the 
Congress  Street  eastbound  approach  to  Atlantic  Avenue. 
This  improvement  is  primarily  required  due  to  the 
increased  pressure  on  this  intersection  caused  by 
projected  background  traffic.   FMR  Properties  will 
coordinate  with  other  developers  and  public  officials 
in  the  area  to  make  any  roadway  improvements. 

Throughout  the  analysis,  it  was  assumed  that  BOSCOM 
would  operate  between  9:00  AM  and  9:00  PM.   By  having 
a  later  opening  of  10:00  AM   the  impact  on  morning 
peak  hour  traffic  would  be  significantly  reduced. 
Likewise,  the  impact  on  afternoon  peak  hour  traffic 
would  be  shifted  to  the  following  hour,  resulting  in  a 
significantly  smaller  traffic  impact.   For  this 
reason,  it  is  suggested  that  this  option  be  considered 
carefully  by  FMR  Properties  to  determine   its 
feasibility. 

Water  taxi  service  to  connect  Logan  Airport,  Common- 
wealth Pier  and  Long  Wharf  has  also  been  proposed  by 
others  and  represents  a  possible  mitigating  measure. 
Because  of  the  nature  of  BOSCOM* s  shows,  a  direct 
connection  between  Logan  and  Commonwealth  Pier  would 
only  have  a  significant  impact  on  the  day  preceding 
the  start  of  a  major  show,  since  this  is  typically 
when  the  majority  of  visitors  arrive.   However,  as 
continued  activity  occurs  downtown,  on  Piers  1,  2,  and 
3,  and  at  Bird  Island  Flats,  the  water  taxi  option 
will  be  studied  in  greater  detail. 

Construction  traffic  impacts  will  be  mitigated  by  a 
combination  of  techniques.   Specific  truck  routes  will 
be  designated  to  avoid  impacts  on  residential  areas. 
When  necessary  to  close  portions  of  streets  for  utility 
work,  all  attempts  will  be  made  to  maintain  two-way 
traffic  flow  to  minimize  delays  and  congestion.   Addi- 
tionally, police  officers  will  be  present  to  direct 
traffic  through  construction  areas.   Finally,  Common- 
wealth Flats  will  be  used  to  provide  parking  for 
construction  workers. 
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RESPONSE  TO  MEPA  REPORT       A  series  of  comments  were  received  from  the  MEPA  Unit 
ON  TRAFFIC  IMPACTS  regarding  the  traffic  analysis  in  the  Commonwealth  Pier 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report.   The  following  pages 
summarize  the  comments  and  include  a  detailed  response  to 
each  one.   The  specific  comments  are  included  in  their 
entirety  in  Chapter  VII  in  this  report. 

Comment  No.  1 

"While  a  comprehensive  description  of  traffic  generation 
from  development  in  the  area  over  the  period  1982-1987  is 
included,  any  allowance  for  development  at  South  Station 
is  not  included  in  the  analysis. .. .To  correct  the  situa- 
tion, the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  which  has 
overall  planning  responsibility  for  the  South  Station 
area,  should  provide  information  to  Massport  and  its 
consultants,  so  that  the  amount  of  1987  traffic  generation 
from  South  Station  alone  can  be  assessed.   At  a  minimum, 
the  reader  should  have  this  information  to  assist  in  evalu- 
ating the  significance  of  the  Draft  EIR  traffic  analysis 
including  or  excluding  the  effects  of  South  Station 
development. " 

Response 

The  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA)  was  contacted 
concerning  the  South  Station  Redevelopment  Project  and  has 
provided  information  regarding  project  status,  construc- 
tion timetable  and  traffic  generation.  (See  letter  -  p. 94) 

The  proposed  air  rights  office/light  industrial  project 
will  not  be  completed  until  some  time  beyond  1987, 
according  to  the  BRA. 

Because  the  Bus  Terminal  Construction  phase  of  the  South 
Station  Project  primarily  involves  a  replacement  parking 
facility,  it  is  the  BRA's  position  that  there  will  be  no 
net  increase  in  traffic. 

The  BRA  stated  the  following  portions  of  the  South  Station 
project  will  be  operational  by  1987:  H 

o   Railroad  station 

o   Bus  terminal 
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o   500-space  parking  deck  above  bus  terminal 

o   New  ramp  connections  to/from  the  Southeast 
Expressway/Mass.  Turnpike 

o   Modifications  to  surface  street  system  including 
making  Essex  Street  two  way  and  creating  a  new  one- 
way circulation  system. 

This  will  result  in  some  added  traffic  at  the  South  Station 
terminal  exits.   However,  the  proposed  modifications  to 
the  surface  street  system  have  been  developed  so  that  no 
additional  traffic  would  be  added  to  the  Summer  Street/ 
Atlantic  Avenue  intersection.   Because  of  the  changes  to 
the  surface  street  configuration  and  operations,  some 
traffic  will  be  shifted  on  several  local  streets.   Under 
the  new  roadway  configuration,  most  of  the  left  turns  now 
made  from  Summer  Street  eastbound  would  be  replaced  by  a 
through  movement  on  Atlantic  Avenue.   BRA  figures  show  no 
net  increase  in  the  amount  of  traffic  at  the  Atlantic 
Avenue/Summer  Street  intersection  or  on  Atlantic  Avenue 
northbound  in  front  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Building. 

It  is  for  all  these  reasons  that  no  additional  traffic  was 
forecasted  at  the  study  area  intersections  as  a  result  of 
the  South  Station  project  through  1987.   As  part  of  the 
intersection  analysis  for  the  Commonwealth  Pier  EIR,  the 
number  of  left  turns  from  Summer  Street  to  Atlantic  Avenue 
northbound  was  not  reduced  and  was  not  relocated  to 
Atlantic  Avenue.   This  creates  a  more  conservative  anal- 
ysis since  left  turns  are  more  difficult  to  complete  and 
take  more  time  on  a  traffic  signal  cycle.   Further,  the 
amount  of  heavy  pedestrian  activity  and  interference  with 
traffic  flow  was  considered  during  the  analysis  of  this 
intersection  (also  see  response  to  comment  2.) 

It  should  also  be  pointed  out  that  the  City  of  Boston, 
through  the  BRA,  is  in  the  process  of  developing  a  TSM 
(Transportation  System  Management)  Plan  for  the  entire 
Dewey  Square  area.  1987  has  been  chosen  as  the  horizon 
year  for  this  detailed  analysis  which  will  include  design 
of  roadway  improvements  in  the  area  including  HOV  lanes 
(high  occupancy  vehicles),  preferential  signal  phasing  and 
improved  pedestrian  flow. 
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Comment  No.  2 

"While  some  of  the  traffic  from  the  South  Station  garage 
and  bus  station  will  be  utilizing  ramp  connections  to  the 
Central  Artery  and  Southeast  Expressway,  other  traffic 
movements  will  be  required  to  use  surface  streets. 
Furthermore,  heavy  pedestrian  traffic  to  and  from  South 
Station  will  affect  the  traffic  signal  time  available  for 
surface  traffic  flow." 

Response 

In  conducting  the  intersection  analysis  at  the  Atlantic 
Avenue/Summer  Street  intersection,  it  became  apparent  that 
calculated  levels  of  service  would  be  significantly  higher 
than  observed  if  only  traffic  volume  data  was  used.   This 
is  primarily  due  to  heavy  concentrations  of  pedestrian 
activity,  particularly  during  the  peak  hours.   The  current 
five-phase  signal  operation  and  timing  allows  pedestrian 
crossings  to  be  made  on  all  four  approaches  without  inter- 
ference from  turning  vehicles.   It  is  not  an  exclusive 
pedestrian  phase,  rather,  traffic  is  moving  on  at  least 
one  approach  at  all  times.   During  the  periods  of  heavy 
pedestrian  traffic,   the  pedestrian  indications  are 
virtually  ignored,  simply  due  to  the  large  numbers  of 
pedestrians.   This  fact  causes  a  significant  reduction  in 
the  auto  traffic  carrying  capacity  of  the  intersecton.   To 
take  into  account  this  reduction  in  capacity,  the  level  of 
service  criteria  applied  to  this  intersection  were  reduced 
by  30  percent  based  on  empirical  observations.   The  results 
indicate  Level  of  Service  E  operations  at  this  intersec- 
tion in  1987  under  any  of  three  alternatives  studied.   The 
analysis  of  the  BOSCOM  alternative  indicates  volume/ 
capacity  (V/C)  ratios  of  0.96  and  0.98  for  the  AM  and  PM 
peak  hour  design  conditions.   The  result  is  that  the 
intersection  will  be  significantly  congested  and  delays  to 
drivers  will  be  prevalent.   Again,  this  is  primarily  due 
to  the  auto/pedestrian  conflicts  rather  than  the  volume  of 
traffic  alone.   One  final  note:   the  amount  of  Commonwealth 
Pier  traffic  expected  to  use  this  intersection  is  minimal. 
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Comment  No.  3 

"The  second  major  omission  is  the  failure  to  consider  the 
effects  of  traffic  growth  on  the  Central  Artery,  despite 
the  specific  wording  of  the  scope:  "The  minimal  study  area 
should  include  ...  critically  impacted  areas,  particularly 
the  Central  Artery  from  High  Street  and  Northern  Avenue  to 
Southampton  Street."   This  analysis  was  not  included  in 
the  Draft  EIR.   Because  the  Central  Artery  includes  the 
key  flow  constraints  (or  bottlenecks)  in  the  system,  this 
omission  is  significant.   The  final  EIR  must  deal  with  the 
traffic  growth  impacts  on  the  Central  Artery." 

Response ; 

Based  on  a  clarification  letter  on  comment  3,  the  primary 
concern  of  MEPA  is  the  identification  of  critical  locations 
on  the  Central  Artery  impacted  by  Commonwealth  Pier  and 
other  new  development  traffic.   The  areas  that  would  be 
most  impacted  by  the  Commonwealth  Pier  redevelopment 
project  include  the  Northern  Avenue/Atlantic  Avenue  inter- 
section and  associated  on/off  ramps  with  the  Central 
Artery;  and  the  southbound  on-ramps  with  the  Central  Artery 
at  Purchase  and  Congress  Streets. 

Traffic  Increases  -  The  Northern  Avenue/Atlantic  Avenue 
intersection  functions  as  a  congestion  point  (or  bottle- 
neck) due  to  the  two  conflicting  heavy  uncontrolled 
traffic  streams  which  come  together  at  this  intersection. 
The  problem  is  further  complicated  by  the  fact  that  the 
Central  Artery  has  both  on  -  and  off-ramps  at  this  loca- 
tion.  Another  factor  that  also  significantly  impacts  this 
intersection  is  the  observation  that  during  the  afternoon 
peak  hour,  approximately  322  drivers  get  off  the  Artery  In 
the  Dewey  Square  Tunnel  at  the  Atlantic  Avenue/Northern 
Avenue  exit  and  then  immediately  rejoin  the  Artery  on  the 
Northern  Avenue  on-ramp.   This  shortcut  contributes  signi- 
ficantly to  the  traffic  using  the  northbound  on-ramp 
during  the  peak  hours,  accounting  for  approximately  24 
percent  of  the  ramp's  total  volume. 

The  following  table  was  prepared  to  show  the  projected 
traffic  volume  increases  on  the  ramps  most  impacted  by 
development  on  the  eastern  side  of  the  Fort  Point  Channel. 
Existing  PM  peak  hour  volumes  are  reported  for  each, 
followed  by  the  projected  increases  in  background  traffic 
and  Commonwealth  Pier  traffic.   During  the  afternoon  peak 
hour,  the  total  volume  on  the  northbound  on-ramp  would 
increase  by  a  total  of  324  vehicles,  77  of  which  would  be 
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Figure  IV-6 


Central  Artery  PM  Peak  Hour 
Traffic  Increases 
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Total  volume  including  traffic  bound  for  High  Street  and  Surface 

Artery.   Volume  data  collected  January  1980  and  June  1981  by 

Vanasse/Hangen. 

June  1981  count  by  Vanasse/Hangen. 

Depending  on  the  level  of  congestion  on  the  Central  Artery  and  the 

Purchase  Street  on-ramp,  drivers  may  choose  to  bypass  the  Purchase 

Street  ramp  and  enter  the  Artery  on  the  Congress  Street  ramp. 

Based  on  the  "Boston  Central  Artery  1977  Origin-Destination  Study", 

Tippetts-Abbett-McCarthy-Stratton,  November  1978,  The  Purchase  Street 

on-ramp  caries  700  vehicles  during  the  PM  peak  hour  and  the  Congress 

Street  on-ramp  carries  920  vehicles  in  the  PM  peak  hour. 


Transportation 


generated  by  the  BOSCOM  project.   The  result  of  this  324 
vehicle  increase  is  a  23.8  percent  increase  in  traffic  on 
the  northbound  on-ramp  over  existing  volumes.   Similarly, 
total  volume  of  traffic  on  the  NB  off-ramp  is  projected  to 
increase  by  384  vehicles,  of  which  30  will  be  generated  by 
Boscom.   Therefore,  traffic  on  the  Northern  Avenue  off- 
ramp  will   increase  by  approximately  20.5  percent  during 
the  afternoon  peak  hour  due  to  the  addition  of  384 
vehicles. 

On  the  southbound  side  of  the  Artery,  two  ramps  are  avail- 
able for  use  by  southbound  development  generated  traffic. 
These  ramps  are  the  Purchase  Street  and  Congress  Street 
southbound  on-ramps. 

It  is  anticipated  that  a  total  volume  of  205  additional 
vehicles  would  use  these  two  ramps  as  a  result  of  all  the 
planned  background  development.  The  Commonwealth  Pier 
project  would  add  another  53  southbound  vehicles  to  the 
two  ramps.  Overall,  taking  the  two  ramps  together,  south- 
bound traffic  destined  for  the  Artery  will  increase  by 
approximately  12.7  percent. 

Impact  on  the  Central  Artery  -  During  the  afternoon  peak 
hour,  the  Northern  Avenue/Atlantic  Avenue  intersection 
currently  operates  at  capacity  for  a  portion  of  the  hour. 
During  this  time,  a  significant  queue  builds  up  across  the 
Northern  Avenue  bridge,  occassionally  reaching  as  far  back 
as  the  entrance  to  the  Piers  1,  2  and  3  parking  lot.   This 
queuing  is  due  to  the  fact  that  Atlantic  Avenue  operates 
under  generally  free  flow  conditions  while  Northern  Avenue 
operates  under  stop  control.   At  the  same  time,  the  queue 
buildup  on  the  northbound  on-ramp  to  the  Central  Artery 
generally  fills  up  approximately  one-third  of  this  750 
foot  long  ramp.   Vehicles  stack  in  two  lanes  and  the 
capacity  of  this  ramp  is  restricted  by  the  merge  with  the 
Central  Artery.   If  a  queue  exists  over  the  course  of  an 
entire  hour  (as  it  does  on  the  northbound  on-ramp),  any 
additional  traffic  on  the  ramp  would  add  to  the  queue  since 
it  could  not  be  processed  due  to  downstream  congestion. 

Theoretically,  all  of  the  new  additional  traffic  destined 
for  the  on  ramp  would  add  to  the  queue  of  vehicles  waiting 
to  be  processed.  This  is  not  likely  to  happen,  however, 
for  three  reasons:  1)  The  Northern  Avenue/Atlantic  Avenue 
intersection  currently  functions  as  a  capacity  constraint 
for  traffic  on  the  Northern  Avenue  approach,  2)  in  response 
to  traffic  congestion,  many  drivers  alter  their  routes  to 
travel  the  route  of  least  resistance  and  3)  drivers  shift 
their  arrival  and  departure  times  to  avoid  periods  of  peak 
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congestion.   In  addition,  two  major  physical  changes  which 
will  affect  traffic  operations  are  also  being  made  at  the 
Northern  Avenue  intersection.   The  relocation  of  the 
Northern  Avenue  bridge  and  the  installation  of  a  traffic 
signal  will  do  two  things:   1)  it  will  lengthen  the  storage 
area  for  vehicles  queuing  on  the  northbound  on-ramp  by 
approximately  150-200  feet  and  2)  it  will  increase  delays 
and  introduce  queuing  to  both  Atlantic  Avenue  and  the 
northbound  off-ramp. 

What  will  likely  happen  then,  in  our  opinion,  is  a  combina- 
tion of  an  increase  and  lengthening  of  the  peak  hour 
traffic  congestion  and  a  shift  in  traffic  volumes. 

It  is  expected  that  a  shift  in  traffic  volumes  on  the 
on-ramp  will  occur.   As  stated  previously,  there  is  an 
afternoon  peak  hour  demand  by  322  vehicles  who  exit  the 
Central  Artery  at  Northern  Avenue  and  then  immediately 
rejoin  the  Artery  via  the  Northern  Avenue  on-ramp.   With 
the  installation  of  a  signal  at  the  intersection,  it  is 
expected  that  this  movement  would  no  longer  take  place  due 
to  the  new  delays  introduced  by  the  signal.   These  vehicles 
would  instead  remain  on  the  Artery  and  as  a  result  would 
reduce  the  effective  ramp/merge  capacity.   Assuming  the 
322  vehicles  are  spread  over  the  three  Central  Artery 
northbound  lanes,  the  ramp/merge  capacity  could  be  expected 
to  decrease  by  approximately  100  vph. 

Other  possible  shifts  in  northbound  traffic  volumes  could 
occur  along  several  alternate  routes.   One  alternative 
route  is  to  use  Atlantic  Avenue  and  Commercial  Street  as  a 
northbound  bypass  to  City  Square  in  Charlestown  where 
regional  connections  can  be  made.   A  second,  although  less 
desirable  option  would  be  to  use  the  Surface  Artery,  Market 
Street  and  North  Street  to  access  the  Central  Artery  North- 
bound at  the  Sumner  Tunnel  on-ramp.   Other  routes  also 
exist.   Another  change  that  may  take  place  is  that  north- 
bound traffic  on  Atlantic  Avenue  may  choose  to  use  the 
Congress  Street  on-ramp  to  the  Artery,  rather  than  pass 
through  another  signal  at  Northern  Avenue.   It  is  difficalt 
to  determine  exact  vehicle  routings  because  of  the  vari- 
ability in  traffic  conditions  on  the  Central  Artery  and 
the  surface  street  system.   Traffic  conditions  are  clearly 
a  function  of  a  number  of  factors  including,  but  not 
limited  to:   accidents  or  breakdowns,  illegal  parking  and 
pedestrian  crossings,  the  weather,  the  time  of  day  and 
season.   As  a  worst  case  analysis,  the  only  shift  assumed 
was  the  Northern  Avenue  off-ramp  to  on-ramp  short  cut. 
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The  installation  of  a  signal  at  this  intersection  will 
have  other  impacts  as  well.   The  queue  buildup  under 
current  traffic  control  primarily  occurs  on  Northern 
Avenue.   The  installation  of  a  new  signal  will  result  in  a. 
spreading  of  delay  to  the  other  intersection  approaches. 
To  determine  the  specific  impact  of  the  proposed  develop- 
ment on  operations  at  this  intersection,  a  detailed 
analysis  was  conducted.   It  should  be  noted  that  this 
analysis  includes  the  traffic  impact  of  all  the  background 
development  identified  previously  including  BOSCOM.   The 
following  assumptions  were  made: 

—  The  average  queue  on  the  northbound  ramp  is  one- 
third  of  the  ramp  length.   Therefore,  the  average 
queue  is  two  lanes  which  are  250  feet  long  and 
contain  a  total  of  20  vehicles. 

—  The  existing  critical  lane  volume  at  the  Northern 
Avenue/Atlantic  Avenue  intersection  is   1,287 
vehicles  under  the  current  configuration,  assuming 
simple  two-phase  operation. 

—  The  existing  critical  lane  capacity  is  1,500 
vehicles,  assuming  two-phase  operations  and  plan- 
ning criteria. 

—  The  existing  residual  capacity  is  therefore  a 
critical  lane  volume  (CLV)  of  213  vehicles. 

—  In  1987,  the  critical  lane  capacity  will  decrease 
to  1,425  vehicles  as  a  result  of  the  installation 
of  a  three-phase  signal. 

—  The  existing  322  vehicles  currently  using  the 
northbound  ramps  as  a  bypass  of  the  Central  Artery 
were  assumed  to  remain  on  the  Artery  rather  than 
pass  through  the  proposed  signalized  intersection 
at  Northern  Avenue. 

The  analysis  indicated  that  by  relocating  the  shortcut 
traffic  to  the  Artery,  the  capacity  of  the  northbound  ramp 
merge  with  the  Central  Artery  would  be  reduced  by  approxi- 
mately 100  vehicles/hour  (assuming  an  even  distribution 
over  the  three  northbound  lanes  of  the  artery).   If  it  is 
assumed  that  the  current  ramp  volume  represents  a  capacity 
condition,  then  the  maximum  ramp  volume  in  1987  would  be 
approximately  1,260  vehicles.   The  1987  No-Build  demand  on 
the  ramp  includes  existing  plus  background  development 
traffic  and  is  estimated  to  be  1,284  vehicles  during  the 
PM  peak  hour.   With  a  new  ramp  capacity  of  1,260  vehicles 
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Figure  IV-7 


Northern  Avenue/Atlantic 

Avenue  Intersection 

1981  Base  and  1987  No-Build 

Conditions 


Existing  Capacity  Analysis 


'i?^*:^ 


Atlantic  Ave.  341-^ 
825-> 
181> 


rr* 


(OCM 

ooo 


^CLV=1287 
V/C=0.86 


1987  No  Build  Capacity  Analysis 


^'^: 


391-J» 
825-* 
310-> 


CO   CM 
^  00 

a»  0) 


Atlantic  Ave. 


^CLV=1398 
V/C  =  0.98 


Parameters 


1981  PM  PEAK  HOUR  BASE 
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AVG.  RAMP  QUEUE  IS  1/3  RAMP 
LENGTH  OF  750'  OR  20 
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138  CLV 


ACTUAL  RAMP  VOLUME  DECREASES 
DUE  TO  REASSIGNMENT  OF  322 
FORMER  SHORTCUTTING 
VEHICLES. 

ASSUME  322  FORMER  SHORT- 
CUTTING  VEHICLES  ARE 
REASSIGNED  ACROSS  EACH  OF 
THE  3  CENTRAL  ARTERY  LANES, 
REDUCING  RAMP  CAPACITY  BY 
APPROXIMATELY  100  VEHICLES. 

25  MORE  VEHICLES  WILL  ADD 
TO  MAXIMUM  QUEUE  OR  APPROX. 
300  FEET  PER  LANE.  TOTAL 
QUEUE  550'  ON  TWO  LANES. 
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Figure  IV-8 
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and  a  demand  by  1,284  vehicles,  the  existing  queue  would 
be  extended  by  24  vehicles.   Assuming  that  the  volume  adds 
evenly  to  the  two  lanes,  the  queue  would  extend  back 
another  300  feet.   The  total  queue  length  would  then  be 
550  feet  long  on  two  full  lanes  and  would  fill  75  percent 
of  the  existing  ramp. 

The  next  step  in  the  analysis  was  to  determine  the  capa- 
city volumes  at  the  intersection.   Since  the  intersection 
will  function  at  V/C  =  0.98  for  the  No-Build  condition, 
there  is  still  2  percent  of  the  capacity  available  to 
accommodate  additional  traffic.   By  allocating  this  addi- 
tional traffic  on  a  critical  lane  basis,  the  ramp  demand 
would  increase  to  1,308  vehicles.   This  represents  an  addi- 
tional 24  vehicles  which  would  add  to  the  queue  waiting  to 
enter  the  Artery.   At  a  ramp  volume  of  1,308  vehicles,  the 
intersection  of  Northern  Avenue  with  Atlantic  Avenue  will 
reach  capacity  and  no  additional  traffic  would  be  able  to 
clear  the  intersection  to  add  more  traffic  to  the  queue. 
The  24  vehicles  which  bring  the  ramp  volume  up  to  1,308 
vehicles  would  add  another  30  0  feet  of  queue,  creating  a 
total  queue  length  of  850  feet.   Since  the  Northern  Avenue 
Bridge  relocation  will  add  150-200  feet  of  storage  to  the 
existing  ramp  length  of  750  feet,  the  analysis  indicates 
that  the  maximum  queue  on  the  ramp  would  not  reach  the 
relocated  Northern  Avenue/Atlantic  Avenue  intersection. 
This  means  that  the  ramp  should  not  back  traffic  up  into 
the  intersection.   It  also  means  that  both  the  ramp  and 
the  intersection  will  operate  at  capacity  during  the  PM 
design  hour.   Any  additional  volumes  which  add  to  the 
intersection  would  result  in  queuing  on  the  intersection 
approaches.   It  is  estimated  that  Northern  Avenue  would 
experience  the  largest  queues,  a  maximum  queue  of  approxi- 
mately 50  vehicles  per  lane  while  Atlantic  Avenue  would 
experience  relatively  short  queues  of  16  vehicles  per 
lane.   The  northbound  off-ramp  would  experience  a  queue  of 
approximately  2  3  vehicles  per  hour  per  lane. 

The  impact  on  the  Central  Artery  Southbound  will  be 
smaller,  primarily  as  a  function  of  the  projected  traffic 
volumes  in  Figure  IV-6  shown  earlier.   It  is  not  expected 
that  the  southbound  traffic  will  significantly  affect 
queuing  on  either  ramp.   Traffic  on  the  two  southbound 
ramps  has  a  tendency  to  equalize  —  if  one  ramp  is  heavily 
congested,  the  other  is  used  by  drivers  to  bypass  that 
congestion.   Many  drivers  will  avoid  the  Purchase  Street 
on-ramp  and  take  the  Congress  Street  ramp  instead.   As  a 
result,  since  two  ramps  are  available  and  the  projected 
traffic  increases  on  the  Artery  Southbound  are  relatively 
small,  the  effect  of  the  Commonwealth  Pier  project  on  the 
Artery  southbound  will  be  minimal. 
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Comment  No.  4 

"Several  improvements  to  the  roadway  system  are  listed  in 
Figure  A-14  on  Page  145  (of  the  Draft  EIR) .   Do  any  of 
them  have  any  effect  on  traffic  flow,  particularly  in 
dealing  with  traffic  bottlenecks?" 

Response 

Figure  A-14  in  the  DEIR  was  prepared  after  an  extensive 
investigation  of  proposed  roadway  projects  in  the  study 
area.   It  lists  four  projects  which  are  expected  to  be 
constructed  by  1987.   The  Northern  Avenue  bridge  reloca- 
tion and  the  Reserved  Channel  bridge  upgrade  are  seen  as 
bridge  repair  and  replacement  projects  and  are  not 
expected  to  offer  any  real  relief  to  traffic  bottlenecks. 
The  proposed  signalization  of  the  relocated  Northern 
Avenue/Atlantic  Avenue  intersection  does  offer  the  benefit 
of  providing  for  a  safer  and  more  orderly  flow  of  traffic 
than  currently  exists.   It  does  not,  however,  offer  any 
increase  in  terms  of  roadway  capacity.   The  Broadway/ 
Dorchester  Avenue  intersection  improvement  is  aimed  at 
creating  a  safer  environment  for  pedestrians  and  bus 
passengers  and  will  not  offer  a  significant  traffic  flow 
improvement.   The  Atlantic  Avenue/Summer  Street  intersec- 
tion improvement  is  also  minor  in  nature  and  will  not 
offer  a  significant  traffic  flow  improvement.   As  stated 
previously,  other  changes  beyond  the  limits  of  the  study 
area  will  have  an  effect  on  traffic  flow  in  the  South 
Station  area.   These  changes  being  studied  as  part  of  the 
Dewey  Square  TSM  project  include:   (1)  new  ramp  connec- 
tions between  Atlantic  Avenue  and  the  Central  Artery/ 
Massachusetts  Turnpike;  (2)  two-way  Essex  Street;  and 
(3)  circulation  changes  to  the  Surface  Artery  and  adjacent 
streets. 


Transportation 


Boston 

Redevelopment 

Authority 


September  2,  1982 


Ms.  Roslyn  Watson 

Project  Manager,  Commonwealth  Pier 

Massport 

99  Hiqh  St. 

Boston,  MA   02110 

Dear  Ms.  Watson: 

In  response  to  your  request  for  information  relative  to  the  Final  EIR  on 
Commonwealth  Pier,  I  am  forwarding  the  following  summary  of  our  plans  and  traffic 
analyses  related  to  the  new  South  Station  Transportation  Center. 

Traffic  Generation  at  South  Station,  1987 

The  following  statements  summarize  the  construction  schedule  and  traffic 
generation  assumptions  for  the  new  South  Station  Transportation  Center. 

1.  The  current  construction  schedule  calls  fort 

1982  -  1985     Track  Work 
1985  -  1987     Bus  Terminal  Construction 

1987  -  1990     Air  Right  Construction  (hotel,  office,  light 
industrial) 

2.  Therefore,  the  project  in  1987  will  consist  of: 
o  Railroad  Station 

o  Bus  Terminal 

o  500-car  parking  deck  which  serves  as  the  roof  of  the  Bus  Terminal 
o  Direct  ramp  connections  for  South  Station  to  the  Southeast  Expressway  and 
Turnpike 

Completion  of  the  other  air  rights  development  is  expected  after  the 
Commonwealth  Pier  target  year  of  1987. 

3.  The  latest  accepted  traffic  analysis  of  this  complex  is  the  South  Station 
EIS  prrpared  by  De  Leuw  Gather,  from  which  the  mitigated  traffic,  full-builf^ 
option  was  selected. 


1  City  Hall  Square 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 

(617)  722-4300 

Boston  Redevelopment  Authonty  is  on  Equal  OpportLnity  /  Affirmative  Action  Empbyer 
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Ms.  Roslyn  Watson 
September  2,  1982 
Page  2 


4.  The  traffic  management  system  chosen  as  a  result  of  the  EIS  studies  calls 
for  the  following  primary  mitigation  measures: 

o  Retention  of  the  northbound  on-ramp  adjacent  to  the  new  Dewey  Square 
office  tower  and  access  to  that  ramp  from  Atlantic  Avenue  via  a  two-way 
Essex  Street. 

o  A  new  roadway  system  which  will  intercept  northbound  traffic  south  of 
Dewey  Square  and  reroute  it  via  Atlantic  Avenue,  therefore  significantly 
reducing  left  turns  from  Summer  Street  to  Atlantic  Avenue  northbound. 
These  left  turns  will  be  replaced  by  a  through  movement  on  Atlantic 
Avenue . 

5.  Construction  of  the  500-car  garage  will  require  removal  of  a  like  number  of 
parking  spaces  elsewhere  in  that  area.   Current  plans  call  for  removal  of 
the  Bedford  Kingston  garage  which  provides  over  600  spaces. 

6.  Based  upon  the  above,  traffic  at  the  intersection  of  Summer  Street  and 
Atlantic  Avenue  is  expected  to  show  no  net  increase  from  completion  of  the 
South  Station  project  to  1987. 

Please  feel  free  to  contact  me  for  further  clarification,  if  necessary. 


Very  truly  yours 
/ 


Matt  Coogan  ^ 

Project  Coordinator  for  South  Station 
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Air  Quality 


The  objective  of  the  Air  Quality  Analysis  is  to 
determine  whether  the  proposed  Commonwealth  Pier 
Redevelopment  Project  will  affect  the  attainment  or 
maintenance  of  Massachusetts  and  National  Ambient  Air 
Quality  Standards  (NAAQS)  for  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  as 
requested  in  the  EIR  scoping  memorandum.   The 
standards,  summarized  in  Figure  IV-9,  established  by 
the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act,  are  designed  to  protect  both 
public  health  and  welfare.   To  demonstrate  compliance, 
it  is  necessary  to  identify  those  areas  of  human 
activity  (sensitive  receptors)  exposed  to  maximum  air 
pollutant  levels  from  motor  vehicle  emissions  in  the 
project  area.   Using  air  quality  modeling  techniques, 
CO  levels  are  estimated  at  these  sensitive  receptors 
for  all  project  alternatives  in  the  present  and  future 
years.   Comparison  of  projected  pollutant  levels  to  the 
NAAQS  permits  evaluation  of  whether  motor  vehicle 
emissions  related  to  the  proposed  development  will 
affect  public  health  or  welfare. 


POLLUTANT  SOURCES 
AND  EFFECT 


The  significant  source  of  project-related  air  pollution 
is  from  motor  vehicles  visiting  the  project  site.   Of 
the  seven  pollutants  regulated  by  the  NAAQS,  five  are 
emitted  by  motor  vehicles  or  formed  from  their 
emissions:   carbon  monoxide  (CO) ,  nitrogen  oxides 
(NOjj)  ,  non-methane  hydrocarbons  (NMHC)  ,  ozone  (O3)  , 
and  lead  (Pb) .   Carbon  monoxide  is  used  in  this 
analysis  as  an  indicator  of  roadway  air  pollution 
levels,  as  it  is  the  abundant  and  persistent  pollutant 
emitted  by  motor  vehicles,  and  its  nonreactive 
properties  allow  pollutant  transport  and  dispersion  to 
be  modeled. 


The  adverse  health  effects  of  CO  are  a  result  of  its 
combination  with  blood  hemoglobin  to  form 
carboxyhemoglobin  (COHb) .   This  compound  interferes 
with  the  life-sustaining  transfer  of  oxygen  from  the 
lungs  to  the  body  tissues  and  the  return  of  carbon 
dioxide  from  the  tissues  to  the  lungs.  The  presence  of 
relatively  small  amounts  of  CO  results  in  significant 
interference  with  essential  cardiovascular  - 
respiratory  functions.   Relatively  brief  exposure  to 
high  levels  can  impair  time  interval  discrimination, 
visual  acuity,  and  other  psychomotor  functions. 

National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  (NAAQS)  for  CO 
have  been  set  by  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (EPA) ;  these  are  presented  in  Figure  IV-9. 
Standards  for  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  are 
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Figure    IV-^) 


Massachusetts  and  National 
Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 
(NAAQS) 


Pollutant 

Averaging 
Time  (1) 

Prima ry(2) 
Standards 

Secondary (3) 
Standards 

Level  of  Significant 
Ambient  Impact  (4) 

Carbon  Monoxide 
(CO) 

8  hours 
1  hour 

10  mg/m3 
(9  ppm) 

40  mg/m3 
(35  ppm) 

Same  as 
Primary 

O.S  mg/m3 
(0.5  ppm) 

2  mg/m^ 
(1.8  ppm) 

1  Not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  per  year. 

2  National  Primary  Standards:   The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary,  with  an 
adequate  margin  of  safety,  to  protect  the  public  health. 

3  National  Secondary  Standards:   The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary  to  protect  the 
public  welfare  from  any  known  or  anticipated  adverse  effects  of  a  pollutant. 

4  43  Federal  Register  26398,  "Prevention  of  Significant  Air  Quality  Deterioration: 
State  Implementation  Plans;  Modeling",  June  19,  1978. 
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identical  to  the  Federal  standards.   The  primary 
standards  are  intended  to  protect  the  public  health, 
while  secondary  standards  are  designed  to  protect  the 
public  welfare  from  any  known  or  anticipated  effects. 
The  target  date  for  attainment  of  national  primary  and 
secondary  standards  is  December  31,  1982.   If  states 
cannot  attain  the  CO  and  O3  standards  by  this  date 
through  the  use  of  all  reasonably  available  control 
measures,  an  attainment  date  of  December  31,  1987 
applies.   Identical  for  primary  and  secondary,  the  CO 
standards  set  a  maximum  concentration  of  35  ppm  for  a 
1-hour  period  and  9  ppm  for  8  hours,  each  not  to  be 
exceeded  more  than  once  per  year.   The  EPA  is  currently 
reviewing  the  scientific,  technical  and  medical  basis 
for  these  standards. 


AMBIENT  AIR  QUALITY 


Ambient  air  quality  is  usually  determined  by 
monitoring.   However,  no  state  monitoring  station  exists 
proximate  to  the  site.   Background  levels  of  CO  for  1982 
were  determined  by  the  Massachusetts  Department  of 
Environmental  Quality  Engineering  (DEQE) 1  to  be  5.0 
ppm  (1-hour  average)  and  3.0  ppm  (8-hour  average). 
These  values  are  consistent  with  levels  assumed  in  EIR's 
for  other  projects  in  the  Boston  urban  core  area. 
Background  levels  for  this  project  represent  CO 
emissions  from  all  sources  except  the  roadways  that 
cross  at  the  intersections  that  were  analyzed. 


METHODOLOGY  FOR  ESTIMATING 
AIR  QUALITY 


The  technical  approach  used  to  predict  ambient  air 
quality  was  specified  in  advance  by  the  Massachusetts 
DEQE^.   The  analysis  calculated  maximum  1-hour  and 
8-hour  CO  concentrations  at  sensitive  receptors  near 
three  key  intersections  in  the  project  area  for  four 
cases: 


1  Personal  communication,  Ms.  Heidi  O'Brien, 

Massachusetts  Division  of  Air  Quality  Control,  DEQE, 
Boston,  MA,  August  30,  31,  and  September  1,  1982. 
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Case 

No. 

Year 

1 

1982 

2 

1987 

3 

1987 

4 

1987 

Development  Alternative 

Existing 

No-Bu  i 1 d 

BOSCOM  Alternative 

Preliminary  Development 
Concept 


In  all  cases,  the  EPA  Indirect  Source  Guideline^ 
technique  was  used  to  predict  concentrations  at  the 
intersections,  supplemented  by  a  set  of  assumptions 
specified  at  the  DEQE.   These  assumptions  include  an 
ambient  air  temperature  (December)  of  33°F,  and  worst 
case  meterological  conditions  of  Pasquil 1-Gif ford  Class 
D  stability  in  conjunction  with  1  m/s  wind  speed.   The 
worst  case  wind  direction  was  determined  separately  for 
each  intersection  and  case,  and  a  wind  direction 
persistence  factor  of  0.8  was  used  for  8-hour  concentra- 
tions.  An  initial  vertical  dispersion  of  5.0  m  was 
assumed.   Meterological  data  are  appropriate  for  a 
December  afternoon  and  evening  corresponding  to  the 
expected  time  of  peak  traffic  volumes  in  the  project 
area.   The  conservative  assumption  was  made  that  the 
background  levels  of  5.0  ppm  (1-hour)  and  3.0  ppm 
(8-hour)  will  not  decrease  from  1982  to  1987. 

The  analysis  utilized  peak  1-hour  and  8-hour  traffic 
volumes  for  the  design  day.   The  peak  hour  occurs 
during  the  evening  rush  hour  for  all  roadways 
analyzed.   Peak  8-hour  volumes  were  estimated  by 
applying  reduction  factors  to  the  peak  1-hour  volumes. 
The  factors  were  derived  from  on-site  counts  and  are 
listed  below: 


EPA,  Guidelines  for  Air  Quality  Maintenance  Planning 
and  Analysis  Volume  9  (Revised);   Evaluating 
Indirect  Sources,  Second  Printing,  EPA-450/4-78-00T , 
Research  Triangle  Park,  NC,  September  1978. 
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Ratio  of  Average  Hour  of  the 
Peak  8-Hour  to  the  Peak  1-Hour 


Northern  Avenue  0.73 


Atlantic  Avenue  0.79 

and  Off -Ramp 


Congress  Street  0.82 


D  Street  and 

West  Broadway  0.78 


All  traffic  volume  data  are  presented  in  the 
Transportation  Section  of  this  report.   Motor  vehicle 
emissions  were  calculated  with  the  EPA  M0BILE2  computer 
program!  and  are  detailed  in  Appendix  3.   Emission 
calculations  assumed  national  average  values  for  motor 
vehicle  mix  by  type  and  the  percentage  of  cold  and  hot 
starts  with  two  exceptions.   First,  the  Massachusetts 
registration  distribution  for  light  duty  vehicles  was 
employed,  along  with  actual  traveling  speeds  for 
project  area  roadways.   Second,  cold  and  hot  start 
percentages  of  50%  and  10%  were  assumed  for  the  peak 
hour.   Emission  rates  used  in  this  analysis  are 
conservative  because  no  Inspection  and  Maintenance 
program  for  vehicles  was  assumed,  even  though 
Massachusetts  is  scheduled  to  implement  a  program  in 
April,  1983. 


SENSITIVE  RECEPTORS  AND      The  Commonwealth  Pier  Redevelopment  Project  is  planned 
ROADWAY  GEOMETRY  for  Pier  Five  located  on  the  north  side  of  Northern 

Avenue  in  South  Boston.   The  site  will  be  accessed  from 
downtown  Boston  and  beyond,  primarily  by  Northern 
Avenue  over  the  Northern  Avenue  Bridge.   It  is  expected 
that  only  a  small  amount  of  traffic  will  access  the 
site  through  South  Boston  residential  neighborhoods. 
At  a  meeting  held  on  August  6,  1982,  DEQE  and  MEPA 
determined  that  the  three  key  intersections  in  the 
roadway  analysis  requiring  an  air  quality  analysis  are: 


1.  Northern  Avenue/Atlantic  Avenue 

2.  Congress  Street/Atlantic  Avenue 

3.  D  Street Afest  Broadway 


EPA,  User's  Guide  to  M0BILE2;   Mobile  Source 
Emissions  Model,  EPA-460/3-81-006,  Ann  Arbor,  MI, 
February,  1981. 
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Since  CO  emissions  are  greatest  at  roadway 
intersections  due  to  vehicle  idling,  acceleration,  and 
deceleration,  sensitive  receptors  were  selected  for 
each  of  the  three  key  intersections.   The  receptor 
locations  were  chosen  to  be  consistent  with  the 
recommendations  in  the  EPA  Guideline  ^,  namely:   1) 
where  maximum  CO  concentrations  are  likely  to  occur 
(i.e.  adjacent  to  intersection  vehicle  queues),  and  2) 
where  the  general  public  is  likely  to  have  access.   The 
locations  of  these  receptors  were  approved  in  advance 
by  DEQe2  and  are  illustrated  in  Figures  IV-10  through 
IV-13.   A  description  of  each  sensitive  receptor  is  as 
follows: 

1.  On  the  east  side  of  Atlantic  Avenue  at  its 
intersection  with  Northern  Avenue,  along  the 
entrance  to  the  James  Hook  Lobster  Company.   Note 
that  even  though  Northern  Avenue  will  be  relocated 
between  1982  and  1987,  the  location  of  this 
receptor  remains  fixed,  as  shown  in  Figures  IV-10 
and  IV- 11. 

2.  On  the  northeast  corner  of  the  intersection  of 
Atlantic  Avenue  and  Congress  Street  at  the  entrance 
to  IFR  Furniture  Rentals. 

3.  On  the  northeast  corner  of  the  intersection  of  D 
Street  and  West  Broadway  at  the  entrance  to  the 
nearest  residence  at  299  West  Broadway. 

Figures  IV-10  through  IV-13  are  drawn  to  scale  and 
summarize  the  source-receptor  geometry  of  each 
intersection  analyzed  for  CO  concentrations.   A  stop  on 
Northern  Avenue  controls  the  existing  intersection  with 
Atlantic  Avenue.   Estimation  of  cross-street  capacity 
at  this  intersection  used  the  Poisson  distribution  with 
a  3.5  second  critical  gap  and  considered  the  number  of 
lanes  of  conflicting  traffic  on  Atlantic  Avenue  for 
each  lane  approach  on  Northern  Avenue.   The  3.5  second 
gap  is  based  on  observations  made  at  the  Northern 
Avenue/Atlantic  Avenue  intersection  of  the  traffic 

1  EPA,  Guidelines  for  Air  Quality  Maintenance  Planning 
and  Analysis  Volume  9,  (Revised):   Evaluating  Indirect 
Sources,  Second  Printing,  EPA-450/4-78-001,  Research 
Triangle  Park,  NC,  September  1978. 

2  Personal  communication,  Ms.  Heidi  O'Brien, 
Massachusetts  Division  of  Air  Quality  Control,  DEQE, 
Boston,  MA,  September  7  and  9,  1982. 
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Figure    IV-10 


Receptor  Location  No.1  (Casel) 
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Fiqur-e   IV-11 


Receptor  Location  No.1 
(Case  2,3,  &4)  Northern  Ave/ 
Atlantic  Ave 
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Figure   IV- 12 


Receptor  Location  No.  2 
Congress  St/Atlantic  Ave 
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Figure    IV-13 


Receptor  Location  No.  3 
D  Street/ West  Broadway 
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volume  actually  serviced  during  the  peak  hour.   All 
other  intersections  are  signalized,  including  the  new 
Northern  Avenue/Atlantic  Avenue  intersection  in  1987. 
Signal  phasing  is  noted  on  the  Worksheets  in  Appendix  4 


PROJECT  ALTERNATIVES 


There  are  numerous  factors  that  can  influence  the 
impact  of  a  mixed-use  redevelopment  project  on  air 
quality.   These  include  the  size  of  the  new  development 
and  its  parking  lot,  the  ability  of  the  adjacent 
roadways  to  handle  the  expected  increase  in  traffic, 
the  location  and  ease  of  access  at  the  project's 
entrances  and  exits,  and  local  meteorological 
conditions. 


As  pointed  out  in  earlier  sections  of  this 
Environmental  Impact  Report,  the  basic  project 
alternatives  are  limited  to  the  BOSCOM  Alternative,  the 
Preliminary  Development  Concept  Alternative,  and  the 
No-Build  case.   The  limitations  placed  on  the 
development  design  by  the  geographical  features  of  the 
site  and  traffic  access  considerations  preclude 
consideration  of  alternative  designs  that  would 
significantly  alter  air  quality  impacts. 


FINDINGS  AND  CONCLUSIONS 


The  air  quality  analysis  predicted  maximum  1-hour  and 
8-hour  CO  concentrations  at  sensitive  receptors,  using 
the  EPA  Indirect  Source  Guideline^  technique. 
Worksheets  from  the  roadway  analysis  are  included  in 
Appendix  4.   The  cumulative  results  of  the  air  quality 
analysis  including  impacts  from  intersections  and 
background  are  presented  in  Figure  IV-14.   These 
results  do  not  characterize  typical  air  pollution 
levels  in  the  project  area.   Rather,  they  represent  the 
highest  concentrations  that  could  exist  during  the 
joint  occurrence  of  worst  case  meteorology  and  peak 
traffic.   Every  aspect  of  the  analysis  involved  very 
conservative  assumptions. 


Modeling  of  the  existing  condition  (Case  1)  indicates 
that  maximum  8-hour  CO  levels  exceed  the  8-hour 
standard  of  9  ppm  at  all  three  intersections,  and 
maximum  1-hour  CO  levels  are  above  the  1-hour  standard 

1   EPA,  Guidelines  for  Air  Quality  Maintenance 
Planning  and  Analysis  Volume  9,  (Revised); 
Evaluating  Indirect  Sources,  Second  Printing, 
EPA-450/4-78-001,  Research  Triangle  Park,  NC, 
September  1978. 
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p^g^jjj.^gjj  Maximum  CO 

Concentrations  Plus  Background 
(PPM) 

Case  4 
Case  1  Case  2  Case  3        Prel.  Develop. 

Existing  1982    No-Build  1987     BOSCOM  1987     Concept  1987 
Receptor  Number 1-Hour    8-Hour   1-Hour    8-Hour   1-Hour    8-Hour   1-Hour    8-Hour 

1  Northern  Ave./   22.7     12.6    31.6     15.4    32.1      IS. 4     33.0     IS. 6 
Atlantic  Ave. 

2  Congress  St./    66. S      26.5     51.2      18.4     51. 4      18.4     51.6      18.4 
Atlantic  Ave. 

3  D  St. /West        24.6      10.1     17.3       7.6     17.3       7,6     17.4       7.6 
Broadway 


Concentrations  underlined  exceed  the  NAAQS  of  35  ppm  (1-hour)  and  9  ppm  (8-hour). 
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of  35  ppm  at  the  Congress  Street/Atlantic  Avenue 
intersection.   Significant  reductions  in  CO 
concentrations  will  occur  by  1987  except  at  the 
Northern  Avenue/Atlantic  Avenue  intersection  where  CO 
levels  will  increase  due  to  changes  in  traffic 
control.   The  reconstruction  of  the  Northern  Avenue/ 
Atlantic  Avenue  intersection,  a  project  independent 
from  Commonwealth  Pier,  will  involve  the  installation 
of  a  signal  where  only  a  stop  sign  now  exists.   Since 
signals  process  traffic  less  efficiently  during  peak 
periods,  longer  queues  and  delays  will  occur  in  1987 
than  now  exist. 

In  1987,  CO  levels  at  the  D  Street/West  Broadway 
intersection  in  South  Boston  are  below  both  the  1-hour 
and  8-hour  standards  for  all  cases.   At  the  Northern 
Avenue/Atlantic  Avenue  intersection  in  1987,  1-hour  CO 
concentrations  are  in  compliance,  but  the  8-hour 
standard  is  still  exceeded.   Finally,  at  the  Congress 
Street/Atlantic  Avenue  intersection  in  1987,  CO 
concentrations  exceed  both  standards  for  all  cases. 
The  prediction  of  violations  in  1987  is  due  primarily 
to  queuing  and  congestion  along  Atlantic  Avenue. 

The  differences  between  the  No-Build  and  Build 
alternatives  in  1987  are  insignificant,  or  in  many 
cases,  actually  zero.   The  BOSCOM  Alternative  (Case  3) 
adds  from  0.0  to  0.5  ppm  to  maximum  1-hour  CO  levels 
for  the  No-Build  condition  (Case  2) ,  and  on  an  8-hour 
basis,  the  increment  is  negligible  for  all  receptors. 
The  Preliminary  Development  Concept  alternative  (Case 
4)  adds  from  0.1  to  1.4  ppm  to  maximum  No-Build  1-hour 
CO  levels,  and  on  an  8-hour  basis,  the  increase  ranges 
from  0.0  to  0.2  ppm.   Using  EPA's  significance  criteria 
for  ambient  impact  shown  in  Figure  IV-9,  it  can  be 
concluded  that  neither  Build  alternative  for 
Commonwealth  Pier  will  add  significantly  to  predicted 
maximum  CO  concentrations  in  1987.   Thus,  construction 
of  either  Build  alternative  will  not  significantly 
affect  the  attainment  or  maintenance  of  NAAOS  for  CO. 


MITIGATION  MEASURES  While  the  project  does  not  add  significantly  to  CO 

levels,  some  measures  can  mitigate  the  high  CO  levels 
predicted  for  1987  due  to  baseline  traffic  along 
Atlantic  Avenue.   In  the  case  of  motor  vehicle  air 
pollution,  these  are  generally  limited  to  traffic 
engineering  design  techniques.   Traffic  engineering 
design  of  the  roadways  in  the  project  area  can  reduce 
the  conflicts,  low  speeds,  and  idling  that  cause  higher 
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emission  levels,  thereby  minimizing  air  pollutant 
emissions.   Upgraded  geometries  can  be  used  to  promote 
efficient  street  operation.   It  is  also  important  to 
encourage  usage  of  existing  MBTA  service  and  the 
proposed  shuttle  bus  service.   A  high  level  of  public 
transportation,  combined  with  an  effective  parking 
management  plan,  will  result  in  lower  automobile 
dependency  for  the  project. 

A  short-term,  low-cost  mitigation  measure  is  to 
eliminate  all  on-street  parking  along  Atlantic  Avenue, 
from  the  corner  of  Summer  Street  north  to  Northern 
Avenue.   The  taxi  stand  in  front  of  the  temporary 
Continental  Trailways  station  will  automatically  be 
eliminated  before  1987  when  this  facility  moves  into 
South  Station.   Eliminating  on-street  parking  will 
greatly  improve  traffic  flow  along  Atlantic  Avenue, 
allow  a  four-lane  approach  at  the  intersection  with 
Congress  Street,  and  reduce  CO  concentrations. 
Adjusting  signal  timing  is  not  an  option  since  these 
intersections  are  already  optimally  timed. 

Long-term  mitigation  measures  include  implementation  of 
an  Inspection  and  Maintenance  (I&M)  program  for 
light-duty  vehicles,  increased  use  of  the  MBTA  and  ride- 
sharing  by  commuters.   An  I&M  program  is  scheduled  for 
implementation  in  April,  1983.   Based  on  emission 
estimates  detailed  in  Appendix  3,  I&M  will  reduce  CO 
emissions  in  1987  by  26%.   A  similar  reduction  in 
predicted  CO  concentrations  would  be  expected. 
Increased  use  of  the  MBTA  and  ridesharing  by  commuters 
will  help  reduce  peak  hour  traffic  congestion,  queuing 
delays,  and  CO  concentrations. 

Construction  related  air  quality  impact  mitigation 
measures  include  the  use  of  dust  control  measures, 
wetting  of  demolition  areas,  and  use  of  covered  trucks. 

Implementation  of  the  I&M  program  and  removal  of 
on-street  parking  from  Atlantic  Avenue  will 
significantly  reduce  predicted  CO  concentrations  in 
1987.   Figure  IV-15  shows  that  these  mitigation 
measures  will  eliminate  all  violations  of  the  l-hour  CO 
standard  and  move  predicted  8-hour  concentrations 
closer  to  compliance.   Additional  worksheets  for  these 
calculations  are  found  at  the  end  of  Appendix  4. 
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Figure  IV-15 


Predicted  Maximum  CO 
Concentrations  in  1987 

Adjusted  for  the  Mitigation  Measures  of  an  I&M  Program 
and  Removal  of  On-Street  Parking  from  Atlantic  Ave. 
plus  Background  (PPM) 
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No-Build  1987 
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BOSCOM  1987 
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AIR  QUALITY  SUMMARY  The  goal  of  the  air  quality  analysis  was  to  determine 

whether  the  Commonwealth  Pier  Redevelopment  Proiect 
will  affect  the  attainment  or  maintenance  of 
Massachusetts  and  National  Ambient  Air  Quality 
Standards  for  carbon  monoxide  (CO) .   The  study 
identified  three  critical  areas  of  human  activity 
(sensitive  receptors).   Using  air  quality  modeling 
techniques  and  traffic  estimates  expected  for  the 
project,  CO  levels  were  estimated  for  all  project 
alternatives  for  existing  and  future  conditions.   The 
results  of  the  study  indicate  the  proposed 
redevelopment  project  will  not  significantly  affect  the 
attainment  or  maintenance  of  state  and  Federal 
standards  for  CO. 


Air  Quality 


Historic  Significance 


INTRODUCTION  The  area  of  South  Boston  now  conmonly  known  as  the  Fort 

Point  Channel  area  was  originally  marsh  land  and  tidal 
flats.   Until  the  early  19th  century,  the  majority  of 
the  area  north  of  what  is  now  First  Street  was  part  of 
the  harbor.   Between  1836  and  1890,  extensive  filling 
of  this  area  was  carried  out  by  the  Boston  Wharf 
Company  and  other  concerns,  and  additional  warehousing 
and  industrial  buildings  (the  Boston  Wharf  Company 
buildings)  were  built.   In  the  early  20th  century,  the 
Commonwealth,  responding  to  the  growing  need  for 
additional  land  for  shipping  and  harbor  frontage, 
continued  waterfront  development  north  of  Northern 
Avenue  adjacent  to  The  Boston  Wharf  property. 


Commonwealth  Pier  was  started  in  1912  and  completed  in 
1914  under  the  sponsorship  of  the  Directors  of  The  Port 
of  Boston — a  state  agency.   It  was  intended  for  use  by 
major  freight  and  passenger  ships,  and  at  that  time, 
was  promoted  as  being  the  "greatest  passenger  and 
freight  pier  in  the  world."  The  structure,  which 
consisted  of  a  four-floor  Headhouse  anci  three  two-level 
sheds,  was  accessible  to  both  vehicular  and  rail 
traffic,  allowing  expeditious  transfer  of  both 
passengers  and  cargo. 

The  Headhouse  was  built  of  steel  frame  construction 
clad  in  stone.   It  was  used  for  administrative  offices 
and  loading  access,  and  has  a  floor  area  of  53,000 
square  feet.   The  Headhouse  faces  Northern  Avenue,  and 
forms  a  two-story  entrance  to  the  Pier.   The  lower 
(ground  level)  entry  opens  through  a  series  of  large 
bays  onto  Northern  Avenue.  The  second  level  entry  is 
accessed  by  the  viaduct  (or  by  the  stairs  to  the 
viaduct  from  Northern  Avenue)  and  is  currently  the 
entry  for  the  gate  shows  and  exhibitions  at  the  Pier. 

The  three  parallel  shed  structures  were  built  to  cover 
the  rest  of  the  Pier,  with  the  exception  of  the  20  foot 
apron  around  the  Pier's  edge.   The  sheds  were 
originally  separated,  but  were  later  roofed  in  to 
create  continuous  interior  space.   Total  floor  area  for 
the  two  floors  of  the  sheds  is  797,000  square  feet. 

Commonwealth  Pier  brought  about  the  rejuvenation  of 
Boston's  maritime  interests  and  signalled  the 
re-emergence  of  Boston  as  an  important  East  Coast  port 
in  the  twentieth  century.   It  became  the  center  of  the 
American  wool  trade,  and  served  as  a  port  of  entry  to 
immigrants  from  Europe  via  passenger  liners.   It  was  a 
naval  supply  station  during  World  Wars  I  and  II. 
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The  Pier's  use  by  passenger  and  cargo  ships  continues 
today,  but  at  a  much  lower  level  than  in  the  early 
1900 's,  due  mainly  to  the  dominance  of  air  and  truck 
travel  in  the  U.S.  and  to  the  shift  in  water  transport 
technology  to  container ization.   Since  1959,  it  has 
been  owned  and  operated  by  the  Massachusetts  Port 
Authority.   Today  the  Pier  is  Boston's  only  passenger 
ship  terminal  and  also  is  a  berth  for  tallow  ships. 
Parts  of  the  facility  are  used  for  short  term 
warehousing.   The  Pier  also  contains  large  vacant 
spaces  which  are  used  for  gate  shows  and  exhibitions. 

In  addition  to  its  role  in  Boston's  maritime  history. 
Commonwealth  Pier  is  architecturally  significant.   The 
Pier  Headhouse  is  one  of  the  two  major  examples  of 
public  Beaux  Arts  architecture  in  Boston,  with  a 
two-level  series  of  arches,  Tuscan  columns,  and  a 
second  floor  arcade  in  a  classical  style.   See  Figure 
IV- 16. 

Originally,  the  shed  facades  exhibited  a  classical 
revival  design  style  similar  to — but  not  as  ornate 
as — the  Headhouse,  but  the  shed  facades  have  since  been 
replaced  with  a  shell  of  concrete  panels  and  cannot  be 
restored.   Commonwealth  Pier  is  listed  on  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places. 


DESCRIPTION  OF  IMPACTS       Alternative  1:   No-Build 


This  alternative  would  not  lead  directly  to  the 
structural  or  aesthetic  preservation  of  the  building, 
nor  would  it  prevent  continued  deterioration  of  the 
structure.   Massport  is  not  in  a  position  to  make  the 
significant  investment  necessary  to  preserve 
Commonwealth  Pier,  given  its  present  low  level  of  use. 
Without  repairs  to  the  shed  roof,  this  historic 
structure  will  eventually  have  to  be  closed  to  all  use, 

Alternative  2:   Preliminary  Development  Concept 

The  design  for  this  plan,  based  on  the  development 
prospectus  for  Commonwealth  Pier  (Massport,  May  1981), 
includes  the  structural  upgrading  of  the  Pier, 
refurbishing  of  the  Headhouse  and  outer  sheds, 
demolition  of  portions  of  the  central  shed,  and 
construction  of  an  office  tower.   The  Heritage 
Conservation  and  Recreation  Service  (of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  the  Interior)  reviewed  the  Preliminary 
Development  Concept.   In  correspondence  with  Massport, 
dated  May  22,  1981,  the  Service  concluded  that  the 
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Figure   IV-16 


Headhouse  Facade 


The  Headhouse  facade  (as  shown  here  from  the  viaduct  level) 
demonstrates  the  design  and  detailing  of  early  20th  century 
civic/industrial  structures.   Commonwealth  Pier  and  South  Station 
are  the  two  remaining  Beaux  Arts  structures  in  Boston. 
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design  proposal  would  substantially  alter  the  historic 
character  of  the  shed  portion  of  the  Pier  building. 
According  to  this  review  of  the  proposal,  the  height 
and  bulk  of  the  new  construction — particulary  the 
office  tower  at  the  north  end  of  the  Pier — would  be 
incompatible  with  the  size,  scale  and  character  of  the 
historic  structure.   Further,  the  shed  elevations  would 
be  changed  too  drastically,  thus  destroying  "the 
distinctive  original  qualities"  of  the  building.   Due 
to  these  and  other  aspects  of  the  proposal,  the 
Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service  concluded 
that  the  Preliminary  Development  Concept  would  not  meet 
the  "Standards  for  Rehabilitation"  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior. 

Alternative  3;   BOSCOM  Development  Project 

BOSCOM's  design  focuses  on  Commonwealth  Pier's  original 
architecture.   The  historic  Beaux  Art  Headhouse  will  be 
preserved  and  restored,  and  new  construction  will  be  an 
extension  of  the  Pier's  original  design  concepts.   The 
viaduct  level  of  the  Headhouse  will  be  emphasized  as 
the  main  entrance  to  the  revitalized  structure,  with 
emphasis  on  pedestrian,  rather  than  vehicular  access. 
The  main  concourse  will  be  a  highly  illuminated  grand 
entrance  hall  for  the  complex. 

Much  of  the  original  shed  facades  have  been  lost  to 
renovations  over  the  years.   BOSCOM  architects  have 
studied  several  hundred  photographs  of  the  Pier  as 
originally  constructed,  and  proposed  a  new  design  of 
the  shed  facade  which  will  reflect  the  original 
architecture.   The  most  significant  elements  of  the 
original  facades  will  be  incorporated  into  the  BOSCOM 
design,  within  the  limits  of  current  construction 
technology  and  cost. 

The  location  and  massing  of  the  proposed  500-room 
hotel — a  mid-rise  structure  located  between  the  east 
and  west  sheds  at  the  north  end  of  the  pier — is 
conceived  to  emphasize  and  not  compete  with  the 
historic  shed  facades.   The  hotel  structure  will  be 
stepped  back  from  the  north  facade,  using  materials  and 
colors  consistent  with  the  shed  facades  (as 
restored/rebuilt) ,  while  minimizing  the  apparent 
building  mass.   The  roof  of  the  central  shed  will  be 
rebuilt,  without  significantly  affecting  the  overall 
lines  of  the  building. 


Historic  Significance 


FMR  Properties,  Inc.,  the  developer  of  BOSCOM,  is  seek- 
ing historic  tax  certification  for  the  rehabilitation 
of  the  entire  Pier  building.  This  will  require  a 
rigorous  local  and  national  review  process  involving 
the  U.S.  Office  of  Cultural  Programs,  the  State  Histor- 
ical Commission,  and  the  Boston  Landmark  Commission. 
This  review  will  be  based  on  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior's  Standards  for  Historic  Rehabilitation.   As 
part  of  these  standards,  rehabilitation  is  defined  as 
"...the  art  or  process  of  returning  a  property  to  a 
state  of  utility  through  repair  or  alteration  which 
makes  possible  an  efficient  contemporary  use  while 
preserving. .. [historic] .. .features  of  the 
property..."!  The  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  were 
adopted  to  assure  that  the  essential  form  and  integrity 
of  the  structure  will  be  unimpaired  and  that  contem- 
porary design  for  alterations  and  additions  will  not 
"destroy  significant  historic,  architectural  or 
cultural  material, ... [and  will  be] .. .compatible  with 
the  size,  scale,  color,  material  and  character  of  the 
property,  neighborhood  or  environment. "2 

BOSCOM  designers  are  currently  preparing  the  necessary 
design  documents  for  initial  review  by  the  Office  of 
Cultural  Programs  in  the  National  Park  Service,  U.S. 
Department  of  the  Interior.   As  project  design 
continues,  FMR  and  its  architects  will  consult  with  the 
appropriate  local,  state  and  Federal  officials  to  seek 
comments  and  suggestions  on  the  historic  rehabilitation 
aspects  of  the  BOSCOM  project.  This  ongoing  review, 
ultimately  resulting  in  certification  of  the  design, 
will  insure  the  preservation  of  Commonwealth  Pier's 
architectural  and  historic  significance. 


SUMMARY  OF  IMPACTS  AND       Of  the  three  alternatives,  the  No-Build  Alternative  is 
MITIGATION  MEASURES         the  only  scenario  which  would  leave  the  structure 
completely  unchanged ,  but  would  not  prevent  the 
continued  deterioration  of  the  Pier  structure,  or  the 
eventual  loss  of  the  Pier's  historic  and  architectural 
significance  through  decay.  The  Preliminary 
Development  Concept  and  BOSCOM  Alternatives  both  call 
for  the  partial  demolition  of  the  central  shed  and  the 
addition  of  a  new  building  (an  office  building  in  the 


1  Morton,  W.  Brown  and  Gary  L.  Hume,  The  Secretary  of 
the  Interior's  Standards  for  Historic  Preservation 
Projects.   U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 
Washington,  D.C.,  1979,  page  3. 

2  Ibid,  p.  5 
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Preliminary  Development  Concept,  a  hotel  in  the  BOSCOM 
project)  at  the  northern  end  of  the  Pier.   In  both 
alternatives,  the  Headhouse  would  be  preserved. 

The  Preliminary  Development  Concept  desiqn  does  not 
conform  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards 
for  Rehabilitation.   The  12-18  story  office  tower,  and 
modifications  in  the  shed  exterior,  are  not  in  keeping 
with  the  historic  industrial  architecture  of  the  Pier. 

In  contrast,  the  BOSCOM  project  calls  for  new 
construction  more  consistent  with  the  historic 
industrial  image  of  the  present  structure,  and  for  less 
modification  of  the  shed  exteriors.   Illustrations  of 
these  design  concepts  are  provided  in  the  Description 
of  Alternatives  section  of  this  EIR.   FMR  Properties, 
Inc.  intends  the  design  of  the  project  to  be  consistent 
with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for 
Rehabilitation  and  to  be  eligible  for  certification. 
This  would  allow  the  developer  the  tax  advantages 
awarded  for  historic  rehabilitation  of  architecturally 
significant  buildings,  as  provided  by  the  Historic 
Preservation  Tax  Act. 


Historic  Significance 


Maritime  Activities 


Commonwealth  Pier  represented  the  state-of-the-art  in 
marine  terminal  technology  when  it  was  completed  in 
1914.   Its  design  provided  for  the  simultaneous 
accommodation  of  passenger  and  cargo  ships,  railroad 
cars  and  trucks  for  fast,  efficient  cargo  transfer. 
Since  then,  however,  advances  such  as  containerized 
cargo  handling,  air  and  overland  freight 
transportation,  as  well  as  passenger  preference  for  air 
travel,  have  eroded  the  Pier's  advantages.   Current 
technology  focuses  on  containerized  cargo,  now  the 
dominant  form  of  marine  cargo,  and  Boston  has  lost 
ground  to  southern  and  western  U.S.  ports  as  a  center 
for  cruise  ships. 

Based  on  these  changes  in  technology  and  demand, 
Massport  has  concluded  that  the  interior  portion  of 
Commonwealth  Pier  is  not  suitable  for  extensive 
maritime  freight-activities.   However,  other  maritime 
uses  such  as  cruise  ship  (see  Figure  IV-18)  and 
excursion  boat  dockings,  are  viable  activities  for  the 
Pier  apron  and  offer  opportunities  for  growth  in  the 
future. 

Cruise  Ships.   In  the  last  several  years,  Boston  travel 
agents  have  successfully  attracted  new  cruise  ship 
business  to  Boston.  While  these  cruises  are  of  shorter 
duration  than  those  in  the  past,  they  have  occurred 
more  frequently  and  have  contributed  to  greater  use  of 
the  Pier.   See  Figures  IV-19  and  IV-20  for  data  on 
cruise  ship  activities. 

Excursion  Boats.   In  1979,  Massport  leased  berthing  and 
office  space  to  the  Bay  State  Spray  and  Provincetown 
Steamship  Company  in  an  effort  to  increase  boat 
activity  in  the  harbor.   Since  then,  the  Provincetown 
II,  which  makes  regularly  scheduled  trips  to 
Provincetown  from  Boston,  has  made  Commonwealth  Pier 
its  home  berth.   Increasingly,  other  vessels  used  for 
charter  excursions  have  utilized  the  Pier. 
Commonwealth  Pier  offers  a  superior  location  in  the 
harbor  for  such  boats  due  to  the  ready  availability  of 
parking  in  the  area. 

Massport  has  required  that  any  redevelopment  of  the 
Pier  retain  these  maritime  uses  and  allow  for  their 
expansion  in  the  future. 
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Figure   IV-17 


Port  of  Boston 


To  Route  128  South  She 
X_ 


Shaded  Areas:  Massport  Properties 
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Figure   IV-18 


Cruise  Ship  Docking 


Commonwealth  Pier  is  the  only  place  in  Boston  Harbor  for 
large  cruise  ships  to  dock  .   These  facilities  are  presently 
outmoded  and  deteriorating.   The  BOSCOM  project  will  lead  to 
modernization  and  expansion  of  cruise  ship  facilities,  creating 
the  potential  for  increased  use. 
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FIGURE  IV- 19 


1981   Cruise  Ship  Passenger  Volumes 


Date 

Number  ol 

f  Passengers 

Number  of  Passengers 

Disembarking 

Embarking 

4/11/81 

4 

930 

4/12/81 

930 

1,052 

4/18/81 

1 

,052 

1,175 

4/20/81 

1 

,175 

1,049 

4/26/81 

1 

,049 

0 

4/29/81 

0 

1,186 

5/05/81 

1 

,186 

1,160 

5/11/81 

1 

,158 

0 

6/10/81 

436 

508 

6/24/81 

508 

0 

7/08/81 

0 

531 

7/22/81 

527 

0 

8/12/81 

531 

0 

8/19/81 

0 

1,101 

8/25/81 

1 

,102 

1,120 

8/26/81 

526 

0 

9/01/81 

1 

,113 

1,103 

9/04/81 

1 

,100 

0 

9/09/81 

0 

539 

9/23/81 

0 

386 

10/26/81 

0 

549 

11/06/81 

549 

581 

11/07/81 

581 

642 

11/09/81 

612 

303 

11/10/81 

303 

472 

11/12/81 

472 

0 

14,914 


Number  of  dockings;   26 


^Source:   Massport,  1982 
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FIGURE  IV-20 

Cruise  Ship  Activity*  -  1975-1981 


Cruise 

Vessels 

Passengers 

1975 

19 

11,611 

1976 

9 

10,763 

1977 

8 

10,575 

1978 

8 

7,449 

1979 

14 

15,854 

1980 

25 

19,732 

1981 

28 

29,104 

♦Source:   Massport,  1982 


FIGURE  IV-21 


Cargo  Activity  at  Commonwealth  Pier  (in  tons)- 


1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 


50,085 

73,353 

57,511 

71,961 

51,851*^ 

62,301 

42,688 

35,150 

43,706 

23,558 

33,282 

32,446 

28,020 


♦Source:   Massport 

'♦Since  1972,  the  export  of  bulk  tallow  has  been  the 
only  significant  cargo  activity  at  Commonwealth  Pier 


A  detailed  analysis  of  port  facilities  has  recently 
been  completed  by  Massport  staff.   Entitled  "The  Port 
of  Boston:   A  Maritime  Strategy",  the  report  is 
available  upon  request. 

This  report  summarized  plans  for  expanded  maritime  use 
related  to  all  Massport  facilities.   Massport  is 
responding  to  the  changes  in  freight  handling 
technology  by  investing  substantial  resources  in 
rehabilitating  existing  terminals  for  containerized 
cargo,  and  in  constructing  new  terminals  elsewhere  on 
its  waterfront  properties.   Moran  Container  Terminal  in 
Charlestown  has  been  rehabilitated,  but  lacks  enough 
acreage  to  allow  for  further  expansion.   A  new 
container  terminal  has  been  constructed  at  Castle 
Island  Conley  Terminal.   A  47  acre  terminal — the 
Massport  Marine  Terminal — is  now  under  construction  at 
the  Boston  Marine  Industrial  Park.   This  facility  will 
serve  as  a  bulk  and  breakbulk  terminal  during  the  next 
decade,  but  ultimately  will  be  developed  as  a  container 
facility — thus  doubling  the  Port's  present  container 
capacity.   These  improvements  to  Boston's  marine  cargo 
capacity  represent  an  investment  in  excess  of  $51 
million  and  will  insure  Boston's  ability  to  handle 
anticipated  tonnage  levels  well  into  the  next  century. 

Massport  has  determined  that  conversion  of  the 
Commonwealth  Pier  to  a  major  marine  cargo  terminal  is 
not  feasible  due  to  the  deterioration  of  the  Pier's 
substructure,  and  the  incompatibility  of  the  Pier 
structure  with  present  cargo  handling  technology.   At 
present.  Commonwealth  Pier  is  in  need  of  repairs,  but 
its  low-intensity  uses  do  not  generate  enough  revenues 
to  justify  the  investments  in  the  Pier's  extensive 
repairs.   Even  if  the  Pier  did  not  require  major 
investment,  its  facilities  are  obsolete  for 
freight-handling,  given  the  current  technology  in  that 
industry.   Massport  has  determined  that  it  is  not 
economically  viable  to  market  Commonwealth  Pier  for 
maritime  freight  uses  at  this  time,  nor  in  the 
foreseeable  future. 

One  maritime  business  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of 
Commonwealth  Pier  which  is  dependent  on  maritime 
transport  is  Corenco — a  tallow  storage  operation 
located  on  Massport  property  on  Commonwealth  Flats. 
Corenco's  lease  expires  later  in  1982,  and  Massport  has 
has  offered  Corenco  another  site  in  order  to  retain 
this  use  in  the  port  of  Boston.   The  accompanying  table 
(Figure  IV-21)  summarizes  cargo  activity  at 
Commonwealth  Pier  during  the  period  1969-1980. 
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DESCRIPTION  OF  IMPACTS       Alternative  1:   No-Build 


At  present,  approximately  75%  of  the  Pier  is  vacant, 
and  the  Pier  apron  is  in  poor  condition  and  require 
maintenance  and  repair.  Without  repairs  to  the  Pier, 
estimated  to  cost  $10.2  million,  the  structure  will 
continue  to  deteriorate,  with  adverse  effect  on 
maritime  activity  at  the  Pier.   There  might  be  some 
opportunity  for  additional  maritime  use  of  the  apron, 
for  commuter  boats  or  water  taxis,  but  any  substantial 
increase  in  maritime  uses,  especially  freight 
transport,  are  very  unlikely.   While  repairs  to  the 
Pier's  substructure  and  shed  roof  would  be  necessary  if 
the  Pier's  present  uses  were  to  continue,  the  lack  of 
economic  return  from  these  uses  would  make  them  a  low 
priority  for  Massport's  available  capital.   In 
conclusion,  this  alternative  would  lead  to  the  eventual 
decay  of  the  Pier,  and  an  erosion  of  even  its  present 
activity  level. 

Alternative  2;   Preliminary  Development  Concept 

In  this  Plan,  in  addition  to  establishing  high  density 
mixed  uses  on  the  Pier,  the  structure  and  foundations 
would  be  upgraded.   A  new  cruise  ship  terminal  and 
excursion  boat  docks  would  be  built.   Use  of  the  Pier 
apron  for  other  maritime  activities — such  as  berths  for 
water  taxis  and  pleasure  craft — would  be  at  the 
discretion  of  the  developer.   Corenco  would  relocate  to 
another  site  in  the  waterfront  area  when  its  lease 
expires.   The  project  would  result  in  a  net  improvement 
in  the  maritime  facilities  and  an  increase  in  the 
maritime  use  of  the  Pier. 

Alternative  3;  BOSCOM  Development  Project 

BOSCOM  development  plans  call  for  a  variety  of  improved 
facilities  within  the  structure  serving  expanded 
maritime  uses  at  Commonwealth  Pier.   These  include: 

o   a  new  cruise  terminal  on  two  levels  with  waiting 

areas  and  easy  access  to  various  sized  ships; 
o   customs  facilities; 

o   ground  floor  drop-off  areas  within  the  building:  and 
o   parking  facilities. 

Present  plans  call  for  the  cruise  terminal  to  be 
located  on  the  east  side  of  the  building,  utilizing 
that  deep  water  berth  for  larger  ships  and  allowing  for 
expansion  of  smaller  vessel  activity  on  the  west  side. 
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In  addition  to  the  cruise  terminal,  BOSCOM  has 
incorporated  into  their  plans  additional  office  space 
for  water-related  uses  including: 

o  excursion  boats: 

o  commuter  boats; 

o  boating  clubs r  and 

o  water  taxis;  as  well  as 

o  cruise  ship  operators  and  service  providers. 

The  lease  between  FWR  Properties  and  Massport  for  the 
development  of  BOSCOM  will  provide  that  Massport  retain 
control  of  the  apron  which  runs  along  the  entire 
perimeter  of  the  Pier.   Consequently,  it  will  be 
Massport 's  continuing  responsibility  to  effectively 
market  and  maintain  the  Pier  for  maritime  use. 

Massport  is  committed  to  the  expansion  of  maritime  use, 
and  to  the  effective  use  of  the  existing  deep  water 
berths  in  the  port  of  Boston.   (See  Figure  IV-22.)   At 
Commonwealth  Pier,  this  commitment  includes: 

o  Repair  of  the  apron  including  replacement  of 
deteriorating  fender  piles  and  substructural 
repairs. 

o   Relocation  of  cruise  ship  docking  to  the  east  apron 
with  modern  terminal  facilities  capable  of  handling 
expansion  to  more  than  ten  times  current  levels  of 
use. 

o   Expansion  of  the  existing  300'  berth  for  excursion 
boats  by  adding  up  to  900'  of  new  berthing  area  on 
the  west  apron  for  a  total  of  1200'  of  available 
berthing  area. 

o   Active  marketing  of  these  expanded  berths  and 
modern  cruise  facilities  to  attract  additional 
excursion  boats,  commuter  boats,  water  taxis,  and 
cruise  ships. 

o   Provisions  for  docking  private  vessels  of  BOSCOM 

business  users  in  the  west  berth,  in  agreement  with 
existing  or  new  operators  of  that  berth. 

o   Continuing  efforts  to  find  a  relocation  site  for 
Corenco  in  South  Boston  where  other  industrial 
maritime  activities  are  located. 


Maritime  Use 


Massport  Plan  for  Expanded 
Maritime  Use 

(Alternatives:  BOSCOM) 


Existing  Excursion  Boat  Berths 

Expanded  Excursion  Boat  and  Water  Taxi  Berths 


127 


Maritime  Use 


The  BOSCOM  alternative,  therefore,  not  only  retains 
present  maritime  uses  of  the  Pier,  but  also  represents 
considerable  capital  improvements  resulting  in  an 
expanded  number  of  berths,  modern  support  facilities, 
and  a  commitment  to  aggressively  market  the  berths  to 
increase  this  maritime  activity. 

Only  minor  impacts  to  maritime  uses  are  expected  during 
construction  of  the  BOSCOM  project.   However,  the 
redevelopment  may  call  for  temporary  relocation  of 
cruise  ship  docking  to  another  part  of  the  Pier. 
Massport  and  the  developer  will  coordinate  plans  to 
avoid  scheduling  conflicts  with  cruise  and  excursion 
ship  activities. 


SUMMARY  OF  IMPACTS  The  three  alternatives  described  above  all  include  the 

continuation  of  the  existing  cruise  terminal  and 
excursion  boat  service  at  Commonwealth  Pier  in  the 
short  term.   The  major  differences  lie  between  the 
No-Build — which  offers  no  improvements  in  the  maritime 
facilities — and  the  build  alternatives,  which  propose 
major  improvements  to  the  terminal  facilities  within 
the  Pier  structure.   Of  the  other  two  build 
alternatives,  the  BOSCOM  Alternative  retains  Massport's 
control  over  the  pier  apron  and  commits  Massport  to  an 
improvement  and  marketing  program  for  expanded  maritime 
use.   The  Preliminary  Development  Concept  assumes  that 
the  developer  would  control  both  the  structure  and 
apron  areas. 
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ForeignTrade  Zone 


INTRODUCTION  Commonwealth  Pier  is  part  of  a  designated  Foreign  Trade 

Zone  (FTZ)  area  which  includes  the  Pier  and 
Commonwealth  Flats.   A  pilot  project  initiated  by 
Massport,  the  FTZ  is  an  area  designated  by  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Commerce  to  be  outside  of  the  U.S. 
Customs  jurisdiction. 

Goods  brought  into  an  FTZ  from  foreign  or  domestic 
sources  are  not  subject  to  the  normal  Customs 
requirements  and  fees.   Products  can  be  assembled, 
displayed,  inspected,  packaged,  sold,  and  otherwise 
manipulated.   Re-exported  goods  avoid  customs  fees. 
However,  goods  brought  into  the  U.S.  from  an  FTZ  become 
subject  to  duties,  quotas  and  other  Customs 
restrictions. 

Across  the  country,  the  experience  has  been  that 
Foreign  Trade  Zones  are  only  marginally  successful 
financially.   Notable  exceptions  are  the  zones  that  are 
manufacturing  plants,  such  as  the  Pennsylvania 
Volkswagen  plant  or  the  Kawasaki  motorcycle  plant  in 
the  midwest,  and  a  few  special  purpose  subzones  in 
other  parts  of  the  country  that  process  large  volumes 
of  high  value  goods.   Since  location  of  a  major 
industrial  plant  is  an  extremely  unlikely  prospect  for 
the  area,  Massport  has  concentrated  its  FTZ  marketing 
activity  on  encouraging  subzone  uses.   Sterlingwale 
corduroy  manufacturers  in  Fall  River  is  now  a  Massport 
FTZ  subzone,  and  Massport  is  working  with  General 
Dynamics  to  secure  a  subzone  designation  for  its  Quincy 
Shipyard.   It  is  Massport 's  judgement  that  this  use  of 
the  Foreign  Trade  Zone  concept  offers  the  greatest 
potential  benefit  to  New  England  users. 

At  Commonwealth  Pier,  the  primary  activity  of  the  FTZ 
has  been  a  40,000  square  feet  warehouse  facility.   The 
principal  benefits  to  business  users  are  the  cash  flow 
advantage  of  holding  goods  in  a  duty-free  environment. 
Minimization  of  the  impact  of  Customs  fees  and  other 
requirements  can  be  important  to  wholesale  buyers, 
sellers,  and  import/export  brokers  who  deal  with  large 
quantities  of  foreign-made  products.   However,  volumes 
at  Commonwealth  Pier  have  remained  low  due  to  the  high 
labor  costs  of  handling  goods  at  a  port  facility. 

The  FTZ,  as  currently  operated  at  Commonwealth  Pier,  is 
not  a  water-dependent  activity,  as  all  of  the  goods  are 
transported  to  it  via  air  freight,  trucks  or  rail 
transport.   The  FTZ  designation  can  be  extended  to 
other  Massport  properties,  or  the  FTZ  warehouse 
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activity  on  the  Pier  could  be  moved  to  another  already 
designated  FTZ  area,  such  as  Commonwealth  Flats. 
Negotiations  with  the  current  FTZ  operators  are  in 
process,  as  well  as  consideration  of  expansion  of  the 
FTZ  to  the  South  Boston  Marine  Terminal,  EDIC 
facilities,  and  Logan  Airport. 


DESCRIPTION  OF  IMPACTS       Alternative  1:   No-Build 


Assuming  that  no  new  development  occurs  on  Commonwealth 
Pier,  the  existing  40,000  square  foot  FTZ  warehouse 
would  probably  continue  to  operate  until  the 
deterioration  of  the  Pier  forces  this  activity  to 
relocate.   Over  the  long  term,  viability  of  the  current 
FTZ  operation  depends  on  the  interest  of  local  or 
regional  businesses  in  using  it.   If  the  FTZ  facility 
were  to  continue  and  expand,  it  is  likely  to  be 
relocated  to  the  Boston  Marine  Industrial  Park  or  to 
the  former  Army  Base  in  South  Boston,  where  there  is 
ample  space  to  accommodate  it. 

Alternative  2;   Preliminary  Development  Concept 

The  FTZ  is  listed  as  one  of  the  site's  advantages  in 
the  Prospectus  for  the  redevelopment  of  Commonwealth 
Pier.   The  decision  to  retain  the  FTZ  designation, 
perhaps  in  connection  with  a  trade  mart  or  exhibition 
space,  would  be  made  by  a  developer.   If  the  FTZ 
designation  is  not  useful  to  a  developer,  it  could  be 
relocated  to  another  appropriate  site  on  Massport 
property. 

Alternative  3;   BOSCOM  Development  Project 

FMR  Properties,  Inc.  has  expressed  to  Massport  its 
interest  in  retaining  the  option  for  operating  FTZ 
facilities  in  conjunction  with  BOSCOM 's  proposed  trade 
mart.   Some  of  the  trade  mart  participants  are  expected 
to  be  buyers  and  sellers  of  internationally 
imported/exported  high  technology  products.   Moreover, 
it  is  expected  that  some  imported  goods  might  be 
assembled,  repaired,  displayed,  or  re-exported  during 
the  mart's  normal  operations.   The  operation  of  an  FTZ 
at  BOSCOM  does  not  preclude  continuation  of  the  FTZ 
designation  on  Commonwealth  Flats,  or  at  any  other 
appropriate  location. 


Foreign  Trade  Zone 


SUMMARY  OF  IMPACTS  AND       None  of  the  alternatives  would  preclude  the  future 
MITIGATION  MEASURES         use  of  Massport's  Foreign  Trade  Zone  designation  which 
includes  Commonwealth  Pier  and  the  Flats  or  expansion 
of  the  FTZ  to  other  locations.   Under  the  No-Build 
Alternative,  the  existing  pilot  warehouse  facility  on 
the  Pier  would  probably  remain  in  that  location  for  the 
short  term.   If  continued  as  a  long  term  operation,  it 
would  probably  be  relocated  to  some  other  appropriate 
location.  The  Preliminary  Development  Concept 
(Alternative  #2)  leaves  the  decision  to  utilize  the  FTZ 
designation  on  the  Pier  up  to  a  developer,  but 
anticipates  that  the  warehouse  activity  would  be 
relocated.   If  the  new  development  did  not  include 
appropriate  FTZ  activities,  designation  of  the  Pier  as 
an  FTZ  would  lapse. 

BOSCOM  hopes  to  utilize  the  FTZ  designation  within  the 
proposed  trade  mart.   Specifics  about  the  facility's 
size,  location,  and  operator  will  be  jointly  determined 
by  FMR  Properties,  Inc.  and  Massport.  The  existing  FTZ 
warehouse  activity  would  be  relocated. 

Massport  is  the  state  agency  charged  with  enhancing 
regional  economic  growth  by  development  and  management 
of  the  properties  in  the  waterfront  area.   The  FTZ 
designation  is  one  potential  tool  which  can  be  used  to 
increase  the  productivity  of  these  facilities. 
However,  the  overall  regional  economic  impact  of  the 
BOSCOM  development  at  Commonwealth  Pier,  which  may  or 
may  not  involve  utilization  of  the  FTZ  designation, 
will  far  exceed  any  expected  returns  from  the  current 
FTZ  operations  at  the  Pier.   BOSCOM  will  provide 
employment  opportunities,  bring  revenues  from  visitors, 
provide  important  support  services  for  the  high 
technology  industry  (a  sector  of  considerable  regional 
importance) ,  and  enhance  educational  growth  in  the 
region. 
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Public  Access 


INTRODUCTION  The  South  Boston  waterfront  is  a  working  harbor 

attractive  to  people  who  enjoy  watching  maritime 
activities.   Views  of  the  harbor  and  its  shipping, 
cargo  handling,  and  fishing  industries  are  available 
primarily  to  those  who  patronize  the  restaurants  along 
Northern  Avenue  and  on  the  Piers,  and  to  those  who 
stroll  along  Northern  Avenue,  dodging  trucks  and  cars 
as  they  pass.   Though  Commonwealth  Pier  has  not  been 
open  to  the  public,  its  redevelopment  provides  an 
opportunity  to  expand  public  access  from  Northern 
Avenue  out  onto  the  Pier.   Access  along  the  apron  which 
surrounds  Commonwealth  Pier  and  out  to  the  northern 
apron  at  the  end  of  the  Pier  would  afford  views  of  the 
harbor  and  its  activities,  the  Boston  skyline,  and 
Logan  Airport  across  the  harbor.   Other  public  uses 
which  would  provide  continuing  access  to  the  Pier 
include  excursion  boating  and,  eventually,  other  water 
taxi  and  ferry  service. 


At  present,  only  employees  have  access  to  the  entire 
Commonmwealth  Pier  building.   Cruise  and  excursion  boat 
passengers  are  limited  to  those  areas  necessary  for 
boarding  and  disembarking.  The  general  public  is  not 
permitted  on  the  Pier  aprons  at  any  time. 

Increased  public  access  to  Commonwealth  Pier  is  a  major 
goal  of  the  developer  and  Massport.   However,  allowing 
the  public  on  the  entire  Pier  apron  raises  issues  of 
compatibility  with  the  Pier's  maritime  activities, 
especially  major  cruise  ship  dockings.   Pedestrian 
safety  devices  would  interfere  with  gangway  placement 
and  line  movement  for  docking  cruise  ships.   Therefore, 
a  well-planned  system  for  public  access  along  the  west 
and  north  pier  aprons  has  been  developed  to  avoid 
conflicts  between  this  water-enhanced  use  and  the  other 
water-dependent  uses  of  the  Pier.   (See  Figure  IV-23.) 

Pedestrian  access  to  the  general  area  of  the  Pier  is 
possible,  but  difficult.   Narrow  sidewalks,  poor  road 
and  sidewalk  conditions,  and  the  truck  traffic  and 
noise  along  Northern  Avenue  currently  make  the  walk 
from  downtown  a  challenge.   However,  present  conditions 
in  the  area  do  not  encourage  public  access,  nor  does 
the  public  transportation  to  the  area  provided  by 
infrequent  bus  service.  With  further  development  of 
the  area,  long-term  improvements  to  the  streets  and 
sidewalks  are  anticipated.  There  are  excellent  views 
of  the  harbor,  especially  of  the  maritime  activities  at 
the  Boston  Fish  Pier,  from  the  part  of  Northern  Avenue 
between  Commonwealth  Pier  and  the  Fish  Pier. 


Public  Access 


Much  of  the  South  Boston  waterfront  is  under  private 
ownership  or  Massport  management.   Commonwealth  Pier 
and  those  areas  on  Northern  Avenue  to  either  side  of 
the  Pier  therefore  offer  opportunities  for  improved 
public  access. 


DESCRIPTION  OF  IMPACTS       Alternative  1:   No-Build 


The  result  of  this  alternative  would  be  the 
continuation  of  existing  conditions.   Public  access 
would  continue  to  be  restricted  to  specific  times 
and/or  uses,  due  to  public  safety  concerns  and 
potential  conflicts  with  maritime  uses.   Limited  public 
access  would  be  permitted  on  certain  areas  of  the  Pier, 
particularly  during  ferry  operations  and  cruise  ship 
boarding  or  disembarking.   During  special  events — when 
visiting  military  ships  invite  visitors  or  when  major 
celebrations  hold  displays  in  the  Inner  Harbor — the 
pier  apron  would  be  open  to  the  general  public  at  the 
discretion  of  Massport.   No  significant  contribution 
would  be  made  to  the  accessibility  of  the  adjacent 
waterfront  areas,  nor  would  the  area  be  likely  to 
become  more  attractive  to  potential  sightseers  or 
restaurant  patrons.   One  potential  long-term  impact  of 
the  No-Build  Alternative  is  that  the  Pier  may  have  to 
be  closed  due  to  its  continuing  physical  deterio- 
ration.  This  would  reduce  even  further  the  limited 
access  that  is  presently  available. 

Alternative  2;   Preliminary  Development  Concept 

In  this  scheme,  access  to  the  Pier  is  guaranteed  only 
for  patrons  of  the  cruise  ships  and  the  ferries.   It  is 
also  likely  that  the  office  lobby  and  restaurant — which 
would  have  views  of  the  harbor — would  be  accessible  to 
the  public.   Whether  the  public  would  be  allowed  on  the 
apron  to  view  special  events  or  to  observe  the  harbor 
was  not  addressed  since  designs  did  not  advance  beyond 
the  concept  stage.   The  level  of  design  of  this 
preliminary  marketing  concept  was  very  general  and  had 
no  details  specifically  relating  to  pedestrian  safety 
precautions,  amenities  or  access  to  a  portion  of  the 
apron. 

Alternative  3;   BOSCOM  Development  Project 

This  alternative  provides  for  Massport  to  retain 
operational  control  of  the  pier  apron  which  extends 
around  the  full  perimeter  of  the  Pier  for  safety. 
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access,  egress,  support  functions  and  maritime  activity 
and  public  access.   As  planning  has  proceeded  for  the 
construction  of  BOSCOM,  additional  attention  has  been 
paid  to  Massport's  plans  for  the  apron  and  their 
relationship  to  BOSCOM  operations.   At  this  stage  in 
planning  and  design,  Massport  is  able  to  firmly  commit 
to  the  following  provisions  for  public  access  to 
Commonwealth  Pier.   For  purposes  of  clarity  in 
discussion,  the  apron  which  extends  around  the  pier 
will  be  referred  to  in  three  sections:   the  20'  wide 
west  apron  which  faces  downtown  and  Pier  4,  the  20' 
wide  east  apron  which  faces  the  Fish  Pier  and  the  35' 
wide  north  apron  which  faces  out  into  the  Lower 
Harbor.   Figure  IV-23  shown  earlier  indicates  these 
areas  and  illustrates  Massport's  commitment  to  provide 
public  access  as  follows. 

1.  The  west  apron  will  provide  the  primary  public 
access  way  along  the  Pier  edge.   The  gate  leading 
to  it  is  the  first  visible  to  visitors  as  they 
approach  the  Pier  from  the  west.  The  full  apron 
can  be  seen  as  one  approaches  the  Pier  from  Pier 
4.   This  visibility  will  encourage  use  of  the 
public  access  way.   Consistent  with  the  expanded 
maritime  use  discussed  in  an  earlier  chapter, 
excursion  boats,  ferries,  water  taxis,  and  other 
smaller  boats  will  make  frequent  use  of  the  Pier. 
These  vessels  will  not  require  the  extensive  tie-up 
facilities  to  several  levels  of  the  Pier  structure, 
service  vehicles,  and  loading  facilities  that  are 
required  for  cruise  ships. 

2.  The  north  apron  will  be  the  primary  destination  for 
the  public  at  Commonwealth  Pier.   Views  of  the 
harbor,  of  vessels  arriving  and  departing  from  the 
Pier,  Fish  Pier  and  downtown,  are  spectacular  at 
this  point.  The  apron  expands  from  the  20'  on  the 
sides  to  a  more  generous  35'  at  the  end.   Because 
of  their  proximity  to  that  end  of  the  Pier, 
Massport  anticipates  that  the  BOSCOM  hotel  and 
restaurant  facilities  will  promote  public  use  of 
the  north  apron. 

3.  Public  access  to  the  east  apron  will  be  more 
restricted  than  that  to  the  west  and  north  aprons. 
This  side  of  the  Pier  will  be  reserved  primarily 
for  cruise  ship  docking  and  service  access  to 
BOSCOM.   A  cruise  ship  requires  clearance  for  lines 
which  extend  across  the  apron  to  tie  the  ship  up  to 
the  structure  at  several  levels,  gangways  for 
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Figure   IV- 23 


Massport  Plan  for  Public  Access 


(Alternatives.  BOSCOM) 


Primary  Pedestrian  Access 
Restricted  Access 
Public  Viewing  Area 
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passengers  and  service  access  vehicles  which  load 
from  the  apron,  blocking  access  into  the  building, 
customs  facilities  for  the  transfer  of  passengers 
and  baggage,  space  for  materials  used  by  long 
shoremen  for  service  to  the  ship,  and  what  often 
appears  to  be  a  maze  of  other  lines  and  gear.   (See 
Figure  IV-24.)   In  addition,  preliminary  designs 
suggest  vehicle  service  access  to  BOSCOM  may  be 
required  from  the  east  apron.   For  these  reasons, 
it  was  determined  that  public  access  will  not  be 
provided  along  this  apron.  While  these 
requirements  preclude  public  access  to  the  east 
apron,  the  activities  associated  with  cruise  ship 
docking  can  be  viewed  from  the  north  apron  or  from 
Northern  Avenue. 

4.   Physical  facilities  for  public  use  of  any  portion 
of  the  apron  will  be  designed  in  close  coordination 
with  fire  safety  officials  who  will  review  egress 
plans  for  BOSCOM  and  provisions  for  emergency 
vehicle  use  of  the  apron.   Preliminary  discussions 
suggest  that  pedestrian  access  will  not  conflict 
with  fire  safety  criteria.   However,  amenities  such 
as  benches  and  tables  on  the  west  apron  would 
reduce  the  area  of  the  apron  to  a  point  below 
minimum  fire  safety  criteria. 

In  addition  to  the  provision  for  public  access 
outlined  above,  Massport  is  studying  the 
feasibility  of  building  a  viewing  area  platform, 
the  Northern  Avenue  Portal,  between  Commonwealth 
Pier  and  the  Boston  Fish  Pier.   The  platform  would 
extend  from  the  sidewalk,  and  would  contain 
pedestrian  amenities,  such  as  benches  and  lighting, 
to  encourage  the  public  to  enjoy  the  harbor  edge 
from  that  vantage  point.   Improvements  in  the 
streetscape  of  Northern  Avenue  are  also  planned  to 
encourage  pedestrian  access  to  the  harbor  area. 
These  projects  would  improve  the  environment  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  Pier,  and  would  benefit  nearby 
restaurants,  retail,  exhibition  and  hotel 
establishments. 

Provision  of  public  access  to  Commonwealth  Pier  as 
part  of  Alternative  3,  therefore,  represents  a 
substantial  increase  over  present  conditions  and  a 
more  definitive  response  than  Alternative  2. 
Massport  is  committed  to  public  access  ways  along 
the  west  and  north  aprons.   Access  will  be 
encouraged  through  signage,  physical  amenities,  and 
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Figure    IV- 2 4 


Cruise  Ship  Operations  on  the 
Pier  Apron 


Essential  service  to  cruise  ships  docked  at 
Conunonwealth  Pier  requires  restricted  use  of 
the  apron.   Tie-ups  to  upper  levels  of  the 
Pier  shed,  water  hoses,  service  vehicles, 
and  loading  and  unloading  of  luggage,  sup- 
plies and  passengers,  create  avoidable 
hazards  to  people  using  the  apron. 
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the  promise  of  heretofore  unavailable  views. 
Specific  design  features  of  public  access  will  be 
incorporated  into  the  design  of  the  project. 

For  safety  reasons  during  construction,  the  present 
restrictions  on  public  access  to  the  Pier  will 
remain  in  force. 


SUMMARY  OF  IMPACTS  AND       Of  the  three  alternatives  considered,  all  would  permit 
MITIGATION  MEASURES         passenger  access  to  the  cruise  terminal  and  excursion 
boat  dock.   Only  the  No-Build  Alternative  makes  no 
additional  contribution  to  the  accessibility  of  the 
Pier  or  the  adjacent  waterfront  areas.   The  Pier  would 
retain  its  limited  accessibility  and  no  pedestrian 
amenities  would  be  built  along  Northern  Avenue.   The 
build  alternatives,  by  increasing  the  intensity  of  the 
Pier's  use,  would  increase  access  to  the  Pier.   The 
Preliminary  Development  Concept  hypothesized  access  to 
the  public  areas  of  the  development — the  office  lobby 
and  restaurants — which  have  good  views  of  the  harbor 
and  downtown  Boston. 


The  BOSCOM  development  will  provide  increased  access, 
not  only  at  the  cruise  and  excursion  terminals,  but 
also  to  other  areas  not  currently  accessible.   Public 
access  to  the  apron  will  be  provided  for  by  Massport, 
and  will  include  continuous  access  along  the  side  and 
to  the  end  of  the  Pier.   Massport  will  continue  to 
examine  the  possibility  of  other  waterfront  amenities, 
such  as  the  Northern  Avenue  Portal.   Thus,  the  BOSCOM 
Alternative  will  contribute  significantly  to  the 
accessibility  of  the  surrounding  waterfront  area  as 
well  as  that  of  Commonwealth  Pier. 
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WATER  SUPPLY  SYSTEM  Water  for  domestic  and  fire  use  is  supplied  to  the 

study  area  by  the  Boston  Water  and  Sewer  Conunission. 
The  principal  point  of  entry  to  the  study  area  is 
across  the  Fort  Point  Channel  at  Congress  Street. 
There  are  two  major  water  systems — low  pressure  service 
for  domestic  water  supply  and  high  pressure  service  for 
fire  protection.   (See  Figure  IV-25.) 

The  low  pressure  service  distribution  link  which 
supplies  domestic  water  to  Commonwealth  Pier  is  a 
16-inch  main  in  Northern  Avenue.   This  branch  also 
provides  domestic  and  fire  service  to  the  commercial 
and  light  industrial  properties  all  along  Northern 
Avenue  from  the  Channel  to  the  Boston  Marine  Industrial 
Park  (BMIP) .   It  is  supplied  by  a  30-inch  low  pressure 
service  transmission  main  also  in  Northern  Avenue.   A 
utility  study  conducted  for  Massport  by  the  E.  Lionel 
Pavlo  Engineering  Co.,  Inc.  (September  1981)  reports 
that  the  low  pressure  service  main  near  Commonwealth 
Pier  (static  pressure  =  58  psi)  can  deliver  at  least 
5,900  gallons  per  minute  (gpm)  at  a  residual  pressure 
of  20  pounds  per  square  inch  (psi) . 

The  high  pressure  service  water  supply  system  (static 
pressure  =  80  psi)  has  a  16-inch  main  running  parallel 
to  the  low  pressure  service  main  in  Northern  Avenue. 
It  supplies  fire  hydrants  along  the  viaduct,  fire 
protection  to  properties  along  Northern  Avenue  and  also 
supplies  domestic  water  to  the  Fish  Pier.   When  tested 
in  the  vicinity  of  Commonwealth  Pier,  it  was  determined 
that  this  system  is  capable  of  delivering  1,350  gpm  at 
a  residual  pressure  of  20  psi.   This  amount  is 
significantly  less  than  the  low  pressure  service  system 
can  supply.   Discussions  with  the  Boston  Water  and 
Sewer  Commission  (in  February,  1982)  revealed  that  the 
Commission  has  plans  to  improve  the  high  pressure 
service  branch  by  1984.   Such  an  improvement  would 
include  cleaning  deposits  out  of  the  pipes,  and 
possibly  relining  or  replacing  sections,  thus  boosting 
the  system's  performance. 

High  pressure  service  flows  which  are  required  for  fire 
protection  need  to  be  higher  than  low  pressure  service 
flows  for  domestic  use,  although  high  system  flows  are 
needed  for  shorter  periods  of  time.   The  high  pressure 
system  flows  needed  for  the  proposed  major  developments 
and  industrial  expansion  in  the  South  Boston  area  will 
depend  on  the  expected  building  height,  floor  area, 
materials,  occupancy,  and  whether  sprinklers  will  be 
used.   The  developers  should  consult  with  the  City  Fire 
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Figure    IV-?'^ 


Existing  Water  System 


Source:  Boston  Water  and  Sewer 
Commission;  and  E.  Lionel  Pavlo 
Engineering  Co.,  Inc.  Final  Utility 


Master  Plan  and  Report:  Northern 
Avenue /Commonwealth  Flats  South 
Boston,  September  1981. 
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Marshal  and  the  Boston  Water  and  Sewer  Commission  to 
insure  that  the  supplies  are  adequate  for  the  needed 
fire  flows. 


WATER  SYSTEMS:  Consumption  of  water  averages  50-75  gallons  per  day. 

DESCRIPTION  OF  IMPACTS       Other  demands  on  domestic  water  supplies  include 

cleaning  operations,  restaurant  processes  and  various 
other  activities  which  place  substantial  demands  on  the 
water  supply,  in  some  cases  far  exceeding  the  demands 
for  domestic  water  usage.   The  domestic  water  flows 
estimated  for  the  three  alternatives  studied  are  based 
on  the  sewage  flow  estimates  published  in  the  Title  5  - 
Sanitary  Sewage  Regulations  of  the  Department  of 
Environmental  Quality  Engineering.   It  is  assumed  that 
total  water  consumption  should  exceed  total  sewage 
generation  by  approximately  15  percent.   Since  Title  5 
estimates  approximate  maximum  sewage  flows,  the 
estimates  for  domestic  water  flows  could  be  considered 
maximum  or  "worst  case"  estimates. 


Minimum  required  fire  flows  for  buildings  are  set  forth 
in  the  Massachusetts  Building  Code.   Code  information 
was  used  to  estimate  the  required  fire  flows  of  the 
altenatives  studied. 

Alternative  1;  No-Build 

If  no  new  development  occurs  on  the  Pier,  the  principal 
factor  concerning  the  adequacy  of  the  water  system 
would  be  the  implementation  of  other  development  in  the 
area.   If  proposed  development  occurs  on  Piers  1-4,  the 
Fish  Pier,  and  at  BMIP,  development  which  may  be 
completed  by  1992,  the  additional  demand  for  domestic 
water  consumption  could  average  approximately  380-400 
gpm  (approximately  1000  gpm  at  peak  hour  demand, 
assuming  peak  exceeds  average  by  250%).   This 
additional  demand  could  be  easily  accommodated  by  the 
existing  low  service  water  system  which  can,  under 
existing  conditions,  deliver  5,900  gpm  at  residual 
pressure  20  psi. 

Alternative  2;   Preliminary  Development  Concept 

The  estimated  demand  for  domestic  water  for  this 
alternative  is  138,000  gpd  (96  gpm  average)  or 
approximately  250  gpm  during  the  peak  hour.  When  the 
estimated  demand  of  the  other  area  development  (380 
gpm)  is  added,  the  total  estimated  demand  averages 
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approximately  500  gpm.   The  low  service  flow  would  be 
able  to  accommodate  the  additional  demand. 

The  buildings  proposed  for  Commonwealth  Pier  in  this 
alternative  will  be  equipped  with  sprinklers  (as  per 
the  State  Building  Code,  Section  12).   The  required 
high  system  flow  from  a  City  main  would  have  to  be  at 
least  500  gpm  (750  -  1,000  gpm  for  moderate  hazard 
structures).   The  1,350  gpm  flow  from  the  high  service 
main  would  be  sufficient  to  meet  the  demand  (especially 
if  the  scheduled  improvements  to  the  system 
significantly  boost  the  available  flow).   Moveover , 
since  the  low  service  system  has  substantial  surplus 
capacity,  it  could  be  used  as  an  emergency  backup 
system  for  fire  fighting. 

Alternative  3;   BOSCOM  Development  Project 

This  alternative's  estimated  domestic  water  demand 
would  be  306,000  gpd  (213  gpm,  average)  or 
approximately  530  gpm  average  during  the  peak  hour. 
The  total  average  demand  of  this  and  the  other  new 
developments  in  the  area  would  be  approximately  600 
gpm.   Peak  hour  demands  are  estimated  at  1500  gpm  for 
the  total  area  development  scenario,  well  within  the 
capacity  of  the  existing  low  service  system. 

The  fire  flow,  or  high  service  demand  of  the  BOSCOM 
development  would  be  similar  to  that  of  the  Preliminary 
Development  Alternative  (500  gpm  minimum,  750  -  1,000 
gpm  for  moderate  hazard  structures)  and  could  be 
adequately  served  by  the  existing  high  service  line.   A 
normally  closed  connection  to  the  low  service  line  used 
as  an  emergency  backup  supply  would  be  desirable.   The 
specific  measures  to  be  taken  for  fire  protection  will 
be  determined  through  meetings  with  the  developer.  City 
Fire  Marshal  and  the  Water  and  Sewer  Commission. 


SANITARY  SEWER  SYSTEM        The  sanitary  sewer  system  serving  the  study  area  is 

operated  and  maintained  by  the  Boston  Water  and  Sewer 
Commission.   The  main  sewer  branch  which  serves 
Commonwealth  Pier  is  a  pipe  of  varying  diameter  (15 
inch  and  18  inch)  in  Northern  Avenue,  extending  from 
Pier  1  (west)  to  approximately  200  feet  east  of  the 
Trilling  Way/Northern  Avenue  intersection  (see  Figure 
IV-26) .   At  Trilling  Way,  it  flows  into  a  24  inch 
diameter  trunk  line  which  proceeds  southward,  where  it 
joins  other  pipes  (which  serve  the  Boston  Marine 
Industrial  Park  to  the  east)  at  a  pump  station  at 
Summer  and  E.  Streets.   From  that  point,  sewage  travels 
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Figure   IV- 26 


Sanitary  Sewer  System 


Source:   Boston  Water  and  Sewer 
Commission;  and  E.  Lionel  Pavlo 
Engineering  Co.,  Inc.  Final  Utility 
Master  Plan  and  Report:  Northern 
Avenue/Commonwealth  Flats  South 
Boston,  September  1981. 
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southward  via  a  24  inch  pipe  in  E  Street  until  it 
reaches  the  area  interceptor  in  West  First  Street. 

Investigation  of  the  system  in  the  vicinity  of 
Commonwealth  Pier  reveals  that  the  pipes  in  Northern 
Avenue  are  surcharged  and  have  an  excessive  grease 
build-up — probably  resulting  from  discharges  from 
restaurants,  seafood  processing  and  other 
commercial/light  industrial  firms  in  the  area  (E. 
Lionel  Pavlo  Engineering  Co.,  Inc.,  September  1981). 
It  was  also  found  that  the  surcharge  conditions  were 
due  in  large  part  to  settlement  in  part  of  the  24  inch 
pipe  between  Northern  Avenue  and  Summer  Street  along 
Trilling  Way.   Currently,  the  system  is  operating  with 
little  evidence  of  back-up  despite  the  surcharge 
conditions  and  grease  build-up.   Its  apparent  average 
flow  into  the  Summer  Street  pumping  station  is  1,120 
gallons  per  minute.   Repair  or  replacement  of  the 
sagging  portion  of  the  24  inch  line  would  significantly 
improve  the  flow  and  capacity  of  the  Northern  Avenue 
branch.   A  study  of  the  system  conducted  by  Linenthal, 
Eisenberg,  Anderson,  Inc.  for  the  Boston  Water  and 
Sewer  Commission  (December  1980)  indicated  that  under 
non-surcharging  conditions,  the  existing  system  can 
deliver  approximately  6,300  gallons  per  minute  (gpm)  to 
the  pump  station  and  that  the  existing  pump  station — if 
reconditioned  and  functioning  properly — can  handle  the 
flow  with  only  two  of  its  three  pumps. 

The  Boston  Water  and  Sewer  Commission  recognizes  that 
substantial  new  development  is  likely  in  the  waterfront 
area.   Repairs  to  deteriorating  sections  of  the  sewer 
system  are  planned.   A  new  lift  station  (the  pivotal 
element  in  the  system)  is  being  planned  and  is  likely 
to  be  operational  by  1984.   The  Commission  is 
attempting  to  tailor  its  future  sewer  system 
improvements  to  the  long  range  development  potential  of 
the  area. 

In  order  to  facilitate  the  BOSCOM  project,  Massport  has 
made  a  commitment  to  upgrade  the  sewer  system  service 
for  Commonwealth  Pier,  the  Fish  Pier,  and  other 
properties  along  Northern  Avenue.   Massport  will  assume 
a  major  portion  of  the  capital  costs  of  the  new  sewage 
lift  station  at  Summer  Street,  and  will  replace  the 
sagging  24"  collector  line.   Massport  has  retained 
O'Btien  and  Geary,  Consulting  Engineers,  to  design  the 
lift  station  at  Summer  Street  and  other  improvements  to 
the  sewer  line  serving  Commonwealth  Pier  and  its 
environs.   A  contract  between  Massport  and  O'Brien  and 
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Geary  was  signed  on  September  1,  1982.   In  addition, 
Massport  is  working  with  the  Boston  Water  and  Sewer 
Commission  to  insure  proper  coordination  of 
Commonwealth  Pier  related  improvements  with  other  sewer 
system  improvements  under  consideration  by  the 
Commission  for  this  part  of  South  Boston. 


SEWER  SYSTEM:  Sewage  flows  were  estimated  for  Alternatives  1-3. 

DESCRIPTION  OF  IMPACTS       The  calculations  are  based  on  the  sewage  flow  estimates 
published  in  Title  5  -  Sanitary  Sewage  Regulations 
filed  by  the  Massachusetts  Office  of  Environmental 
Affairs,  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 
Engineering.  The  sewage  generation  rates  used 
approximate  the  maximum  generation  rates  for  general 
land  use  types  at  full  occupancy.  While  more  accurate 
estimates  for  average  daily  sewage  generation  could  be 
made  given  specific  occupancy  levels,  uses,  and 
visitation  of  individual  projects,  use  of  Title  5 
estimates  are  valuable  for  approximating  peak  or  "worst 
case"  conditions. 

Alternative  1:   No-Build 

If  no  new  development  occurs  at  Commonwealth  Pier,  the 
sewer  system  would  probably  continue  to  serve  the  Pier 
and  other  Northern  Avenue  businesses  over  the  short 
term;  however,  unless  structural  repairs  are  made  to 
the  system — particularly  to  the  sagging  24  inch 
line — its  capacity  might  deteriorate,  possibly 
resulting  in  back-ups. 

Several  new  developments  are  proposed  in  the  South 
Boston  waterfront  area,  and  are  expected  to  be 
completed  by  1987.   The  developments  include  office 
space  on  the  Fish  Pier,  major  residential  and 
commercial  development  on  Piers  1-4,  and  expansion  at 
Boston  Marine  Industrial  Park.   These  developments 
could  add  as  much  as  465,000  gallons  per  day  (gpd) 
maximum,  which  could  increase  the  current  system  flow 
to  the  lift  station  by  an  average  of  323  gallons  per 
minute  (gpm) .   Assuming  peak  hour  flows  exceed  average 
by  250%,  approximately  800  gpm  of  sewage  would  be 
generated  by  the  area  new  development  (excluding 
Commonwealth  Pier) ,  well  in  excess  of  current  system 
capabilities.   Assuming  the  problem  of  settling  pipes 
can  be  remedied,  the  additional  flow  probably  could  be 
accommodated  by  the  lift  station.   If  additional  major 
development  comes  on  line  over  the  next  20  years,  other 
improvements  to  the  sewage  system  may  become  necessary. 
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Alternative  2;   Preliminary  Development  Concept 

This  alternative  proposes  a  major  commercial 
development  of  over  1.3  million  square  feet  including 
office,  exhibition,  restaurants  and  a  hotel.   The 
estimated  sewage  flows  (based  on  the  Department  of 
Environmental  Quality  Engineering,  Title  5  regulations) 
would  be  approximately  117,000  gpd,  an  average  of  80 
gpm.   When  the  sewage  generation  of  other  likely 
development  is  added  (approximately  320  gpm) ,  the  total 
additional  flow  to  the  lift  station  would  be 
approximately  400  gpm  (an  increase  of  36  percent  over 
current  average  flows  of  1,120  gpm).   At  peak  hour 
conditions,  the  incremental  flows  might  reach  1000  gpm, 
assuming  a  250%  increase  of  peak  over  average.   Of  this 
increment  at  peak  flows,  200  gpm  could  be  attributed  to 
the  Preliminary  Development  Concept.   Assuming  repairs 
are  made  to  the  settling  24  inch  main,  the  additional 
flow  could  be  accommodated  by  the  existing  pumping 
station,  although  repairs  to  the  lift  station  and 
increases  in  its  capabilities  are  indicated.   If  any 
additional  major  development  occurs,  the  developer  and 
the  Water  and  Sewer  Commission  should  cooperate  to 
insure  that  the  system's  capacity  is  not  exceeded. 

Alternative  3;   BOSCOM  Development  Project 

This  alternative  proposes  1.3  million  square  feet  of 
development  including  a  trade  mart,  conference 
facilities,  offices,  restaurants,  stores  and  a  hotel. 
The  office  component  is  substantially  less  than  that  of 
the  Preliminary  Development  Concept;  however,  all  the 
other  commercial  components  are  larger.   The  estimated 
maximum  sewage  generated  would  be  260,000  gpd 
(approximately  180  gpm)  contributed  by  the  BOSCOM 
project.   If  the  additional  sewage  generation  of  other 
development  likely  to  occur  in  the  area  is  added  to 
that  amount,  the  total  increased  flow  toward  the 
pumping  station  would  be  approximately  500  gpm  (a  45 
percent  increase  over  the  current  flow  of  1,120  gpm). 
At  peak  hour  conditions,  total  incremental  flows  might 
reach  1250  gpm,  of  which  450  gpm  would  come  from  BOSCOM: 
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Average 
Current  Flows  1120  gpm 


1987  Other  Development  320  gpm  800  gpm 

1987  BOSCOM  180  gpm  450  gpm 

Subtotal  1987  500  gpm  1250  gpm 

Total  (Current  +  1987)  1620  gpm 


Massport  is  committed  to  improving  the  capacity  of  the 
sewerage  collection  system  serving  Commonwealth  Pier  in 
order  to  facilitate  the  redevelopment  of  the  Pier  as 
proposed  by  BOSCOM.   This  commitment  includes  a  major 
role  in  providing  for  the  capital  costs  to  repair  the 
settle  pipes  and  rebuild  the  lift  station. 


STORM  DRAINAGE  The  main  storm  drain  for  the  Massport  properties, 

Commonwealth  Pier  and  the  Flats,  lies  under  the  viaduct 
which  links  the  Pier  with  Summer  Street,  and  discharges 
into  Boston  Harbor  under  the  southern  corner  of 
Commonwealth  Pier.   Storm  drainage  on  the  Pier  is  also 
discharged  into  the  harbor  via  downspouts  on  the  Pier 
structure.   Northern  Avenue  catch  basins  in  the 
vicinity  of  Commonwealth  Pier  empty  directly  into  the 
harbor.   This  drainage  system  is  likely  to  be  retained 
under  the  No-Build  Alternative. 

Both  Build  Alternatives  would  potentially  modify  the 
drainage  patterns  on  the  Pier  due  to  the  addition  of 
new  structures,  open  space,  walkways,  etc.   However, 
the  system  would  still  discharge  into  the  harbor.   The 
parking  areas  on  the  Pier  would  be  within  the  structure 
and  would  not  contribute  to  the  storm  drainage  system. 
If  an  additional  major  parking  area  is  built  on  the 
Flats,  the  storm  drainage  system  for  that  area  would  be 
equipped  with  grease  and  oil  separators  to  prevent 
polluted  runoff  from  reaching  the  harbor. 

As  part  of  the  BOSCOM  development  project,  Massport  is 
committed  to  a  thorough  investigation,  repair  and 
replacement  program  for  the  Pier  area  storm  drainage 
system,  offering  potential  water  quality  benefits  for 
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Boston  Harbor.   In  addition,  Massport  will  require  a 
long-term  commitment  from  the  developer,  providing 
periodic  inspection  and  maintenance  of  grease  traps  and 
oil  separators,  and  any  other  management  practices  as 
may  be  appropriate. 


GAS  AND  ELECTRICITY  Gas  service  to  the  project  area  is  provided  by  12-inch 

SUPPLIES  gas  mains  in  Northern  Avenue  and  B  Street. 

Commonwealth  Pier  does  not  currently  have  gas  service, 
but  if  either  of  the  Build  Alternatives  is  implemented, 
the  developer  may  seek  to  establish  such  service  for 
space  and  hot  water  heating.   The  gas  supplier  to  the 
area,  the  Boston  Gas  Company,  is  currently  operating 
under  a  self-imposed  moratorium,  permitting  no  new 
service  extensions.   However,  since  the  company 
anticipates  ample  gas  supplies  by  Winter  1982-83,  the 
moratorium  could  be  lifted  shortly  thereafter. 
Responsibility  for  insuring  that  gas  service  will  be 
available  (if  and  when  needed)  lies  with  the  developer. 


Electric  power  lines  for  the  Commonwealth  Pier  area  are 
located  along  Northern  Avenue,  supported  above  ground 
by  utility  poles.   This  above  ground  13,000  volt  power 
line  has  no  significant  surplus  capacity.  Currently, 
the  Pier  and  several  smaller  buildings  along  Northern 
Avenue  are  also  supplied  by  an  inground  power  service 
at  4,160  volts,  but  it  has  no  surplus  capacity  either. 
The  Build  Alternatives  would  have  electrical  power 
requirements  in  excess  of  6,500  kilovolt-amperes.   If 
major  new  facilities  are  built  on  the  Pier,  the 
developer  will  need  to  make  arrangements  with  the 
electrical  power  utility,  Boston  Edison,  to  insure  that 
sufficient  power  will  be  supplied,  and  that  the 
equipment  installed  (transformers,  power  lines, 
underground  ducts,  etc.)  will  be  compatible  with  the 
development. 

Boston  Edison  has  no  steam  lines  in  the  vicinity  of 
Commonwealth  Pier,  and  so  the  project  will  not  benefit 
from  the  availability  of  relatively  low-cost  steam 
heat.  However,  this  is  a  minor  advantage  during 
construction,  as  there  will  be  no  problems  of 
interference  with  steam  pipes. 

Massport  and  the  BOSCOM  developers  are  committed  to 
energy  conservation  through  the  design  and  operation  of 
the  redeveloped  Commonwealth  Pier.   Although  it  is 
premature  to  establish  a  building  energy  budget,  both 
active  and  passive  means  for  conservation,  reuse  of 
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waste  heat,  day- lighting,  and  the  like,  are  being 
actively  considered.  Heat  pump  systems  for  space 
cooling  in  summer  are  also  being  evaluated. 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES 
SUMMARY  OF  IMPACTS  AND 
MITIGATION  MEASURES 


The  public  utilities  evaluated  include  water  supply, 
sewer  system  capacity,  storm  drainge,  gas  supply  and 
electrical  power  service.   The  potential  impacts  of  the 
No-Build  Alternative,  as  well  as  the  two  development 
Alternatives,  are  summarized  below  for  all  the 
utilities  studied. 


Water  Supply.   All  the  alternatives  evaluated  would 
generate  additional  demand  upon  both  the  low  service 
and  high  service  water  systems.   The  low  service  system 
which  currently  can  supply  5,900  gpm  at  residual 
pressures,  can  easily  accommodate  the  total  domestic 
demand  for  the  largest  development  scenario — the  BOSCOM 
Alternative.   The  high  service  system  can  supply  1,350 
gpm,  a  sufficient  flow  for  the  Preliminary  Development 
and  BOSCOM  Alternatives.  Whether  it  is  adequate  to 
protect  other  major  projects  proposed  in  the  study  area 
(some  of  which  are  industrial) ,  depends  on  the  sizes, 
design  factors,  hazard  levels  and  protection  systems  of 
the  specific  projects.   Since  the  low  service  system 
has  substantial  excess  capacity,  it  could  be  tapped  as 
an  emergency  backup  water  supply. 

The  BOSCOM  project  will  be  designed  to  minimize  water 
use.   Conservation  measures  will  include  the  use  of  low 
flow  fixtures  and  pressure  reduction  valves. 

Sanitary  Sewer  System.   The  existing  sewer 
infrastructure  serving  Commonwealth  Pier  and  other 
businesses  along  Northern  Avenue  shows  evidence  of  the 
need  for  structural  repairs.   Once  sagging  sewer  pipes 
are  repaired  and  the  pumps  at  the  system's  lift  station 
are  reconditioned  or  replaced,  the  system,  which  now 
has  flows  of  1,230  gpm,  could  handle  approximately 
6,300  gpm.   This  capacity  could  accommodate  the 
No-Build  Alternative,  which  would  add  approximately  323 
gpm  to  the  current  flow.   While  the  Preliminary 
Development  Concept  and  the  BOSCOM  Alternative  would 
generate  significant  sewage  flows — 81  and  180  gpm 
respectively — neither  would  cause  total  flows  to  exceed 
the  system's  design  capacity,  even  if  other  concurrent 
development  is  implemented  in  the  study  area. 
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Water  conservation  measures  incorporated  into  the 
BOSCOM  project  will  help  reduce  the  amount  of  sewage 
flow  generated  by  the  project.   These  measures  will 
include  the  use  of  low  flow  fixtures  and  water  pressure 
reduction  valves. 

Storm  Drainage.   Currently,  the  storm  drains  on 
Northern  Avenue  and  on  the  Massport  properties 
discharge  to  Boston  Harbor.   Redevelopment  of 
Commonwealth  Pier  would  result  in  minor  modifications 
in  the  Pier's  present  drainage  patterns,  but  the  volume 
discharged  to  the  harbor  would  not  change 
significantly.   No  new  major  outdoor  parking  areas 
would  be  built  without  grease  and  oil  traps  in  the 
drainage  systems  to  prevent  the  discharge  of  polluted 
runoff  into  the  harbor. 

Gas  Supply.   If  a  build  alternative  is  selected,  the 
developer  might  wish  to  obtain  gas  service.   A  12-inch 
gas  main  in  Northern  Avenue  is  the  likely  source  for 
supplying  Commonwealth  Pier.   The  local  gas  utility 
company,  Boston  Gas  Company,  currently  has  imposed  a 
moratorium  on  new  service  connectionsr  however,  it 
expects  to  end  the  moratorium  by  late  1982  or  early 
1983.   The  developer  would  contact  Boston  Gas  Company 
directly  to  arrange  for  service. 

Electric  Power.   The  two  electric  power  lines  along 
Northern  Avenue  are  adequate  for  current  needs,  but 
they  do  not  have  sufficient  excess  capacity  to 
accommodate  major  new  development  if  the  proposed 
development  requires  more  than  6,500  KVA.   This  new 
demand  can  be  met  by  Boston  Edison  if  new  lines  and 
transformers  are  brought  to  the  area.   The  developer 
should  approach  Boston  Edison  directly  to  arrange  for 
the  provision  of  adequate  electrical  power. 

Energy  conservation  measures  will  be  incorporated  into 
the  design  of  BOSCOM.   Energy  use  will  be  minimized 
through  the  use  of  computerized  design  and  controls  in 
the  building,  as  well  as  through  waste  heat  recycling, 
a  heat  pump  for  HVAC,  insulation,  lighting  levels  and 
the  selection  of  fixtures,  and  use  of  active  and/or 
passive  solar  energy. 

Construction 

Massport,  PMR  and  the  designated  contractor  will 
coordinate  with  the  appropriate  utility  agencies  and 
companies  to  schedule  construction  activities  so  as  to 
minimize  or  avoid  disruptions  of  service  in  the  area. 

152     Utilities 


Noise 


INTRODUCTION 


A  concern  raised  by  the  Massachusetts  Aeronautics 
Conunission  (MAC)  after  the  filing  of  the  Draft  EIR  was 
the  potential  for  the  BOSCOM  development  to  be 
sensitive  to  noise  from  Logan  Airport,  specifically, 
departures  from  Runway  27.   MEPA  responded  to  MAC's 
concern  by  requiring  a  discussion  of  possible  noise 
impacts  from  Logan's  Runway  27,  including  data  on 
average  daily  number  of  Runway  27  departures  and 
external  Lmax  noise  levels  from  Runway  27  departures  at 
the  apron  and  Headhouse  ends  of  Commonwealth  Pier.   In 
addition,  MEPA  required  a  discussion  of  noise-proofing 
techniques  available  for  the  hotel  and  trade  mart,  and 
predictions  in  the  amount  of  reduction  in  Lmax  expected 
from  each. 


NOISE  LEVELS  AT 
COMMONWEALTH  PIER 


The  airport  operations  which  most  severely  impact 
Commonwealth  Pier  are  turbojet  departures  on  Runway 
27.   The  heaviest  use  of  Runway  27  occurs  during  the 
winter  months,  as  can  be  seen  from  Figure  IV-27, 
Percentage  of  Departures  from  Runway  27,  1980  and 
1981.   The  percentage  of  departures  on  Runway  27  peaks 
during  the  4-month  period  November  through  February, 
when  the  dominant  wind  directions  are  from  the  west  and 
northwest. 


Massport's  data  on  individual  runway  usage  is  expressed 
in  terms  of  percentages  of  the  total  monthly  use  of  all 
runways  rather  than  the  actual  numbers  of  operations 
(as  requested  by  MEPA) .   FAA  Air  Traffic  Records 
provide  monthly  counts  of  total  operations  at  the 
airport.   Daily  counts  of  the  number  of  operations  on 
runways  are  made  by  the  Massport  Airport  Fire  and  Crash 
Station  personnel.   Massport  has  found  that  by 
converting  these  counts  into  monthly  percentages 
apportioned  to  each  runway,  a  more  accurate  summary 
statistic  of  runway  usage  is  obtained.   (See  Figure 
IV-27.) 

Taking  the  percentage  of  departures  on  Runway  27 
developed  by  Massport  and  the  record  of  total 
operations  provided  by  FAA,  an  average  of  approximately 
13  50  monthly  departures  and  45  daily  departures  can  be 
estimated  for  Runway  27. 
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Runway  Tl  Percentage  of 
Jet  Departures 


Jan  Feb  Mar  Apr  May  June  July  Aug  Sept  Oct  Nov  Dec  Yearly 

L980      31%(1)  31(1)  15(1)  3(1)  11(1)  15  9  6  13  28  15  20  16 

L981      46%  17  24  19  12  20  2(2)  2(2)  19  16  26  30  19 

L982      33%  20  23  27  5  8 


1) Percentage  of   take-offs   for    all   aircraft  over    12,500   lbs. 
2)  Runway  27   under   repair. 
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The  generally  accepted  measurement  unit  for  analysis  of 
noise  impacts  from  airport  operations  is  the  Day-Night 
Sound  Level  (Ldn) — rather  than  Lmax  as  requested  by 
MEPA.   Ldn  is  the  equivalent  day-night  sound  level  in 
decibels  with  a  10  decibel  penalty  for  nighttime 
noise.   Both  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
and  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  recommend 
the  use  of  Ldn  to  characterize  average  sound  levels  in 
populated  areas  throughout  the  day  and  night.   The  FAA 
defines  an  annual  average  of  65  or  more  Ldn  as  a 
serious  noise  impact.  The  1980  annual  average  noise 
level  contours  for  Logan  Airport,  as  shown  in  Figure 
IV-28,  were  developed  by  Massport  using  the  FAA's 
Integrated  Noise  Model  (INM)  computer  program.   Input 
for  the  model  included  length  and  orientation  of  the 
airport's  runways,  departure  and  arrival  flight  tracks, 
airport  operations  by  aircraft  type  and  time  of  day, 
and  distribution  of  runway  use.   The  model  used  this 
data  to  simulate  aircraft  operations  and  then  computed 
the  noise  generated  by  these  operations  in  annual 
average  noise  level  (Ldn) .   Contours  were  drawn  by 
joining  points  of  equal  Ldn  values.  The  model  shows 
that  Commonwealth  Pier  is  in  a  70  Ldn  noise  contour. 

Use  of  Runway  27  for  jet  takeoff s  in  a  westerly 
direction  is  largely  limited  to  such  typical  jets  as 
Boeing  727 's  and  737 's,  DC-9's,  and  BAC-111's.   They 
are  generally  quieter  than  the  older  Boeing  707 's  and 
DCB's,  but  noisier  than  the  large  747's,  DC-lO's  and 
L-lOll's. 

A  large  body  of  recent  data  collected  at  Castle  Island 
during  takeoffs  from  Logan's  Runway  22R  is  available 
and  provides  a  good  indication  of  the  Lmax  levels 
requested  by  MEPA.  This  already  existing  information 
is  almost  certainly  more  accurate  than  any  "quick" 
measurements  at  Commonwealth  Pier  during  takeoffs  from 
Runway  27.   The  two  sites  are  in  a  virtually  identical 
relationship  to  the  respective  runways:   1)  distance 
between  the  start-of-roll  point  on  Runway  27  and 
Commonwealth  Pier  and  the  start-of-roll  point  on  Runway 
22R  and  Castle  Island  are  approximately  the  same,  and 
2)  relationship  to  the  flight  paths  from  those 
respective  runways  is  approximately  the  same.   This 
results  in  flyovers  at  comparable  altitudes.   Due  to 
the  characteristics  of  aircraft  noise,  no  noticeable 
difference  in  noise  levels  between  the  apron  and  the 
Headhouse  would  be  anticipated. 
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Figure   IV- 28 


Logan  Airport  Aircraft 
Noise  Contours 

1980  Average  Day/Night ,  Ldn  65,  70,75,  80 


Source:  Massport 
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Based  upon  these  nearby  studies,  the  typical  "Lmax" 
noise  level  at  Conunonwealth  Pier  is  90  dBA.  This  level 
(as  qualified  below)  persists  momentarily — perhaps  for 
1  second  or  less.   More  pertinently,  levels  within  10 
dB  of  the  maximum,  i.e.  in  the  80-90  dBA  range,  persist 
for  approximately  20  seconds  per  takeoff.   The  major 
qualification  is  that,  whereas  the  average  estimated 
peak  noise  level  is  90  dBA,  individual  takeoffs  can  be 
louder  or  quieter  by  as  much  as  10  dB. 

Bolt  Beranek  and  Newman,  Inc.  (BBN) ,  consultants  in 
aircraft  noise  analysis  and  acoustic  design,  have  been 
retained  as  part  of  the  BOSCOM  design  team  and  have 
established  the  Lmax  level  at  90  dBA,  and  developed  a 
range  of  attenuation  goals  for  various  portions  of  the 
BOSCOM  complex. 


DESCRIPTION  OP  IMPACTS:      Both  the  Ldn  noise  levels  as  indicated  by  the  noise 
NOISE  ATTENUATION  GOALS      contour  map  and  the  estimated  Lmax  levels  suggest  that 
noise  attenuation  will  be  required  for  the  uses 
proposed  at  Commonwealth  Pier.   On  the  one  hand,  noise 
reduction  standards  for  various  BOSCOM  uses  have  been 
recommended  by  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (see 
Figure  IV-29)  for  uses  within  a  70-75  Ldn  contour.   On 
the  other  hand,  Lmax  levels  must  be  taken  into 
consideration  for  conference  areas,  hotel  rooms  and 
other  uses.   Therefore,  at  the  recommendation  of  Bolt 
Beranek  and  Newman,  BOSCOM  has  established  noise 
reduction  goals  in  relation  to  Lmax  levels  for  each 
sensitive  use  within  the  BOSCOM  complex. 


FAA  Guidelines  —  Existing  Federal  guidelines  for 
Airport  Noise  Compatibility  Planning  (Federal  Aviation 
Administration  14  CFR  Part  150)  neither  encourage  nor 
prohibit  the  development  of  specific  land  uses  in  areas 
which  receive  noise  from  airport  operations.   However, 
as  stated  above,  they  do  make  recommendations 
concerning  noise  reduction  measures  for  buildings 
exposed  to  noise  levels  exceeding  65  Ldn.   Commonwealth 
Pier  is  located  in  a  70  Ldn  noise  contour  (as  defined 
by  the  FAA  Integrated  Noise  Model) .   The  recommended 
sound  attenuation  for  the  trade  mart  is  25  dB.   A  30  dB 
attenuation  is  recommended  for  the  hotel. 


Fiqure    IV-2'r 


Land  Use  Compatibility 

With  Yearly  Day-Night  Sound  Levels  and  Noise 
Level  Reduction  (NLR)  Guidelines 


ly   Day-Night   Avecaqe 

a  Level    (Ldn)    tn  [Xcibela 


Extensive  outdoor 
Moderate  outdoor  u 
Limited  outdoor  us 
Mobile  home  parks 
Transient   lodgings 

Public  Buildings 


Wholesale   and 


nd  professional 


Manufacturing,   general 

Photographic  and  optical 

Agriculture    (except   live 

tock) 

Livestock    farming   and  breeding 

Mining  and   fishing 

Forestry 

Recreational 

Parks,    resorts,    camps 

Outdoor   spectator   sports 

arena 

Outdoor  music   shells 

Amusement   parks 

Natural   wildlife   areas 

and  related 


ructures  compatible 


ithout  restrictions 
to  be  ach  ieved  thr 


NOTES 
(1)   1 


^ere  the  designation  of  these  uses  are  compatible  at  the  indicated  sound  levels 
local  requirement,  that  more  stringent  local  requirements  may  be  substituted. 


NLR  of  25,  30, 


(3) 


(4)  Land  use  compatible  provided  special  sound  reinforcement 

(5)  Residential  buildings  require  an  NLR  of  25. 

(6)  Residential  buildings  require  an  NLR  of  30. 

(7)  Residential  buildings  not  permitted. 

*  Source:   U.S.  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Part  150. 


BOSCOM  Standards  —  As  stated  earlier,  noise  reduction 
goals  recommended  by  Bolt  Beranek  and  Newman  relate  to 
the  Lmax  level  of  90  dBA  and  are  being  used  by  BOSCOM 
designers  in  the  siting  of  uses  within  the  complex  and 
in  the  choice  of  wall,  roof  and  glazing  materials. 
Noise  attenuation  goals  have  been  recommended  for  the 
following  background  noise  limits  for  four  basic  groups 
of  uses  within  the  complex: 

o   Lecture  halls  and  critical  meeting  rooms  where 
speech  is  not  necessarily  amplified  —  42  dBA. 

o   Most  other  meeting  rooms  (amplified  speech)  as  well 
as  hotel  guest  rooms  —  52  dBA. 

o   Offices,  small  showrooms,  and  most  other  occupied 
spaces  except  the  largest  —  57  dBA. 

o   The  Main  Exhibit  Hall  and  any  other  space  where 

there  is  steady  activity  noise  (not  for  large-group 
meetings)  —  up  to  60  dBA. 

With  exterior  noise  levels  near  90  dBA,  the  required 
attenuation  to  meet  these  goals  ranges  from  30  dBA  to 
about  50  dBA.   Achievement  of  these  goals  will 
therefore  meet  the  most  stringent  FAA  guidelines 
discussed  above,  which  call  for  a  30  dBA  reduction. 

There  are  three  conditions  where  the  occasional 
increment  in  noise  due  to  fly-overs  can  be  a  distinct 
distraction.   First,  in  meeting  rooms,  if  it 
obliterates  speech;  this  tends  to  happen  above  55  dBA. 
Second,  in  hotel  rooms,  if  it  interferes  with  sleep. 
Third,  in  any  interior  space  where  the  occupants  have 
no  visual  contact  with  the  outdoors  and  thus  may  be 
startled  by  a  sudden  crescendo  of  noise.   In  the  second 
and  third  cases,  the  critical  factor  is  not  so  much  the 
level  of  the  intrusive  noise,  but  rather  the  difference 
between  the  steady  background  noise  and  the  intrusion. 


NOISE  ATTENUATION 
TECHNIQUES 


As  part  of  the  BOSCOM  design  process,  noise  attenuation 
performance  of  several  likely  materials  for  use  on  the 
exterior  of  the  building  was  reviewed.   Based  on  known 
or  estimated  Sound  Transmission  Class  (STC)  ratings, 
the  dBA  difference  between  the  exterior  and  the 
interior  noise  levels  that  each  is  capable  of  providing 
was  estimated.   Materials  reviewed  took  into 
consideration  the  requirement  to  minimize  weight  due  to 
substructural  conditions.   A  choice  of  specific 
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materials  will  be  made  as  the  design  proceeds  and  in 
light  of  noise  reduction  goals  in  various  portions  of 
the  building.   Materials  are  being  considered  in  three 
categories:   roof  construction,  wall/window 
construction,  and  slabs.   Each  is  discussed  below  and 
the  expected  decibel  reduction  indicated. 

1.  Roof  Construction 

a.  Any  single  roof  deck  weighing  on  the  order  of 
10  to  20  psf,  e.g.  steel  or  wood  deck  with 
insulation  and  built-up  roofing  —  est.  30  dBA. 

b.  A  similar  roof  deck  plus  suspended  mineral 
fiber  (not  fiberglass  which  is  very  light  and 
porous)  acoustical  ceiling  —  est.  35  to  40  dBA. 

c.  A  similar  roof  deck  plus  suspended  gypsum  board 
ceiling  —  est.  45  to  50  dBA. 

Note;   Insulation  assumed  over  suspended  ceilings; 
gypsum  board  ceilings  can  be  further  improved  by 
using  two  laminated  layers  and  resilient  hangers; 
the  basic  deck  also  might  be  improved  by  use  of  a 
resilient  layer  of  insulation  between  the  deck 
proper  and  the  roofing. 

d.  Single-glazed  skylights  —  est.  25  dBA; 
double-glazed,  if  spaced  well  apart,  up  to  40 
dBA. 

2.  WallA^indow  Construction 

f.  Single  plate  or  thermal  double  glass  (airspace 
less  than  1  inch)  —  est.  25  dBA. 

g.  Double  glazing  with  airspace  measuring  several 
inches  —  est.  30  to  40  dBA,  depending  on 
details. 

h.   Opaque  spandrel  construction  (typical  of 
curtain  walls) ,  backed  by  studs  and  gypsum 
board  —  est.  40  dBA.   (The  spandrel  alone 
would  be  no  better  than  glass  —  perhaps  30 
dBA). 

i   Precast  concrete  or  masonry  weighing  on  the 

order  of  40  psf  —  est.  40  dBA;  more  if  backed 
by  studs  and  gypsum  board;  superior  rumble 
control  due  to  mass. 


Note:   With  all  these  wall/window  constructions, 
higher  orders  of  performance  can  be  achieved  by 
building  a  separate  inner  wall  that  makes  no  rigid 
contact  with  the  outer  wall.   The  practical 
performance  limit  is  likely  to  be  around  50  dBA. 

j.   Exterior  doors  —  est.  15  dBA;  possibly  up  to 
30  dBA  if  well  gasketed  and  heavy. 

3.   Slabs  (as  over  the  open  Ground  Floor) 

k.   Thin,  single  slab  such  as  a  few  inches  of 

light-weight  concrete  on  steel  deck  —  est.  35 
dBA. 

1.   Thick  (6-inch-plus)  structural  concrete  slab  — 
est.  45  to  50  dBA. 

m.   Resiliently  separated  double  slab  —  est.  55 
dBA,  or  more  if  heavy  and  very  well  detailed. 

Note;   Performance  in  excess  of  50  dBA  also  might 
be  achieved  with  lighter  double  construction 
involving  resiliently  hung  soffits. 

In  summary,  exterior  noise  can  be  reduced  with  relative 
ease  by  up  to  about  30  dBA.   Performance  in  the  30  to 
50  dBA  range  can  be  achieved  with  special,  well 
detailed  constructions  which  need  not  be  very  heavy. 


SUMMARY  AND  MEASURES 
TO  MINIMIZE  ADVERSE 
EFFECTS 


At  the  present  stage  of  design  for  BOSCOM,  realistically 
achievable  noise  attenuation  has  been  summarized  by 
Bolt  Beranek  and  Newman  in  terms  of  mitigation  measures 
as  follows: 


o   Lecture  halls  and  critical  meeting  rooms:   interior 
location  (away  from  exterior  skin)  strongly 
recommended;  occasional,  faint  noise  intrusion 
still  possible. 

o   Other  meeting  rooms:   interior  location  preferred; 
if  along  the  exterior,  prefer  double  construction 
without  windows  (or  with  amply  spaced  double 
glazing) . 

o   Hotel  guest  rooms:   exterior  location  implicit  in 
design;  superior  double  glazing  recommended. 
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o   Showrooms  and  other  "exterior"  spaces  (those  inside 
the  building  should  be  satisfactory) :   curtain  wall 
with  thermal  glass;  roof  deck  plus  acoustical 
ceiling  (3rd  Level) r  heaviest  possible  floor  slab 
(1st  Level) . 

o   Main  Exhibit  Hall:   combination  of  materials  yet  to 
be  selected  which  meet  noise  attenuation  goals. 

As  shown  above,  noise  attenuation  performance  appears 
to  be  well  within  the  capabilities  of  currently 
available  construction  materials  and  methods.   In 
addition,  as  BOSCX)M's  design  goals  which  work  with  an 
Lmax  of  90  dBA  are  achieved,  this  will  assure  that 
Federal  guidelines  for  noise  compatibility  will  be  met 
as  well.   Moreover,  as  an  increasing  proportion  of 
commercial  jet  aircraft  conform  to  the  noise  emission 
standards  set  forth  in  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
Regulation  14  CFR  Part  36  (full  compliance  is  scheduled 
for  1988) ,  the  magnitude  of  the  noise  impact  will 
diminish. 

While  the  orientation  and  site  placement  of  the  hotel 
could  have  some  effect  on  which  outdoor  areas  are 
better  shielded  from  aircraft  noise,  their  influence  on 
the  noise  levels  in  interior  spaces  would  be  minimal 
compared  to  the  effect  of  good  noise  insulating  design 
of  the  individual  structures. 

The  proposed  hotel  at  Commonwealth  Pier  would  not  be 
the  only  hotel  in  Boston  located  in  areas  impacted  by 
airport  noise.   The  Airport  Hilton  located  on  Airport 
Road  is  within  the  70  Ldn  noise  contour.   The  Ramada 
Inn  on  McClellen  Highway  in  East  Boston  is  within  a  64 
Ldn  contour.   Generally,  hotels  and  transportation 
nodes  (bus  or  train  terminals,  highway  intersections, 
airport,  etc.)  are  not  incompatible  land  uses  with 
airports.   In  fact,  close  proximity  to  an  airport  can 
be  a  distinct  advantage  to  a  hotel  or  trade  mart. 
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INTRODUCTION  In  response  to  the  Draft  EIR,  the  issue  of  the  impact 

of  the  BOSCOM  development  on  air  transportation  was 
raised  by  the  Massachusetts  Aeronautics  Commission 
(MAC).   Potential  disruptions  of  airspace  at  Logan 
Airport  due  to  a  tall  structure  at  Commonwealth  Pier 
could  preclude  the  use  of  the  presently  closed 
extensions  to  Runways  4L  and  9,   Massport's  initial 
analysis  concluded  that  development  at  Commonwealth 
Pier  will  not  disrupt  airspace  at  Logan  Airport,  nor 
preclude  the  use  of  extensions  at  Runway  4L  and  9. 
However,  in  response  to  MAC'S  concern,  Massport,  as 
project  sponsor,  submitted  a  notice  of  the  proposed 
BOSCOM  development  to  the  FAA  on  September  1,  198  2  to 
obtain  a  final  determination  of  this  issue. 

Whether  the  proposed  structure  at  Commonwealth  Pier 
would  be  disruptive  to  airspace  at  Logan  is  under  study 
by  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA) .   Part  77 
of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  entitled  "Objects 
Affecting  Navigable  Airspace",  defines  the  requirements 
for  submitting  a  notice  of  construction  or  alterations 
and  the  standards  for  determining  airspace 
obstructions.   The  notice  requirement  specifies  the 
characteristics  of  a  proposed  structure  that  must  be 
subjected  to  aeronautical  study  by  the  FAA.   In  the 
event  that  a  structure  meets  the  notice  requirement, 
the  sponsor  is  required  to  submit  a  notice  to  the  FAA. 
The  FAA,  in  turn,  performs  the  study  and  determines 
whether  the  proposal  would  be  a  hazard  to  air 
navigation  per  the  obstruction  standards  in  Part  77 
subpart  C.   This  study  will  address  present  and  future 
Instrument  Flight  Rules  (IFR)  and  Visual  Flight  Rules 
(VFR)  aeronautical  operations  and  procedures  as  well  as 
any  possible  changes  to  these  operations.   Notice  must 
be  submitted  at  least  thirty  days  prior  to  the 
construction  date  or  thirty  days  prior  to  the 
submission  of  a  construction  permit,  whichever  is 
earlier. 

The  obstruction  standards  in  subpart  C  of  Part  77 
subdivide  airspace  surrounding  civil  airports  into 
several  imaginary  surfaces.   The  dimensions  and  heights 
of  the  airspace  surfaces  are  defined  as  a  function  of 
the  location  and  instrumentation  of  the  airport 
runways.   The  location  of  the  site  and  the  instrumenta- 
tion of  the  relevant  runways  dictate  what  obstruction 
criteria  apply  to  a  specific  site.   The  height  of  a 
proposed  structure  that  exceeds  the  corresponding 
airspace  surface  is  in  violation  of  the  obstruction 
standards. 
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FIGURE  IV- 30   FAA  FORM  AS  SUBMITTED 

THIS  IS  YOUR  WORKSHEET 


DEPAKTAHtm   or   TRAMSPOtTATION 
FtDHUl   AVIATION   AO«*INI$T«ATK)N 

NOTICE  OF  PROPOSED  CONSTRUCTION  OR  ALTERATION 


1.  NATURE  OF  STRUCTURE  (Complete  both  A  and  B  below) 


A. (Check  one) 

□  new  construction 


Haiteration 


B.  {Check  one) 

Hperawnent 


□  temporary 


(State  length 
of  time) 


i.  HAMS  AND  ADDRESS  OF  INDIVIDUAl,  COMPANY,  CORPORATION,  tIC.  PROPOSING 
THE  CONSTRUCT.ON  OR  ALTERATION  iNumbcr.  Btn*t,  City.  Btatt  and  Zip  Oo<U) 

I— 

James  Lucas 
TO     Chief,  Mr  Traffic  Division 
FAA 

12  New  England  Executive  Park 
Burlington,  MA  01803 


Tonn  Appiwd.  O.M.B.  No.  004-ROOOI 
NOTICa  TO   PUTAUI    Of  FORM 


I.  Retain  thU  Work  Sh«et 


3.  B«    iur-    bU    eoplc]    an    l.glb].. 

4.  II  H  Notica  U  not  r«)ulrrj  or  M  • 
Standard  o/  Subpart  C.  Part  77,  la  ni' 
axcr»dod.  a  copy  of  this  form  will  '  - 
Ktumed  to  you  appro; rlat«!y  mnrkrd  to 
thla  ar«a.  otharwlaa  a  acparata  ac* 
knowl<-dgem4Dt  will  bo  mnde  within 
30   daya   from   racelpt   of    Notlco. 

5.  Print  or  iypa  all  Itsmt.  Thu  addreon 
area  will  ba  uaad  to   rt-'ura  m  copy  of 


6.  Notification  to  the  FAA  doea  not 
waive  the  reqatramcata  ol  any  other 
Covenunent    Ayency. 


3.  TYPE  fJ^D  COAAPLETE  DESCRIPTION  OF  STRUCTURE 

The  proposed  alteration  of  Commonwealth  Pier  5  will  consist  of  modifications 
inside  the  existing  sheds  as  well  as  the  addition  of  an  eight  story  structure 
above  the  existint  sheds.   This  addition  will  occur  only  at  the  northcvn 
end  of  the  sheds  and  will  step  up  in  height  from  north  to  south. 


4.   LOCATION  OF  STRUCTURE 


A.    COORDINATES    (Tona.r««»».o«d) 


42    1 21     b.l575      71 


B.  NEAREST  CITY  OR  TOWN,  AND  STATE 


221, 


0.87 


(2)  DIRECTION  FROM  4B 


C  NA,W£  OF  NEAREST  AIRPORT,  HELIPORT,  OR  SEAPLANE  BASE 

Logan  International   Airport 


0)  DISTANCE  FROAA  NEAREST  POINT  OF 
I^AREST         6740 
RUNWAY 


(2)  DIRECTION^,, 
FROV  SW 

ARFOHT 


D.DLSOKIPTJOlf  OF  LOCA.TIOH  OF  BITE  WITH  BESPEOT  TO  BWBWA^S.  BTBESTB,  AJBPOBTH,  PROMTnBKV  •IBRkAJn  'fUJUKES.  EX- 
IBTINO  BThVOTVBES.  ETC.  liUach  a  Mfhtcaw,  ttrtat,  or  any  c«Aer  arpnprlatt  map  or  tfdtd  dnving  thoKinn  tin  r4latl<mihlf>  of  rcnttrurt-or. 
tU*  to  n4arut  airportit).  If  man  tpatt  U  ra^atrad,  eonMiwa  on  a  tepanU*  thttt  of  paper  and  atU'.eh  to  thU  notica.) 

The  project  site  is  Commonwealth  Pier  5  in  South  Boston  on  Northern  Avenue,  dt  thr 
end  of  Viaduct  Street.   The  pier  is  bounded  by  Northern  Avenue  on  one  side  and 
by  water  on  the  other  three  sides.   The  pier  occupies  approximately  11  acres 
and  is  presently  occupied  by  a  two-level  shed  structure  of  some  835,000  s.f. 


5.  HEIGHT  AND  ELEVATION  {Complete  A,  B  and  C  to  the  nearest  foot) 


A.     ELEVATION  OF  SITE  ABOVE  MEAN  SEA  I^VEl 
B. 


HEIGHT  OF  STRUaURE  INCLUDING  APPURTENANCES  AND  LIGHTING 
(«/  onv)  ABOVE  GROUND,  OR  WATER  IF  SO  SITUATED 


C     OVERAU  HEIGHT  ABOVE  AAEAN  SEA  LEVEL      U+Bt 


13.35' 


156.65' 


170.0' 


6.  WORK  SCHEDULE  DAI 


A.  WIU  START 

Projected  De^:;.    19B' 


^   I 


B.  wiacoMPLrrE 
Projected  March   1964 


OBSTRUCTiON  MARKED  AND/OR 
LIGHTED  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH 
CURRENT  FAA  ADVISORY  CIRCULAR 
70/7460-1,  OBSTRUCTION  ,\AARK- 
ING  AND  LIGHTING 


A.     MARKED 


B.     AVIATION  RED  OBSTRUCTION  LIGHTS 


C.  HIGH  INTENSITY  WHITE  OBSTRUCTION  LIGHTS 

D.  DUAL  LIGHTING  SYSTEM 


I  HEREBY  CERTIFY  that  all  of  the  above  atatementa  made  by  me  are  true,  complete,  and  correct  to  the  beat  ot  my  knuwleJge.j 
8.  NAAA£ANDT;TU  of  PERSON  FILING  THIS  NOTICE    (^VP*  "  Print)  9.  SIGNATURE    (^»  <»*> 


10.  DATE  OF  SIGNATURE 


TELEPHONE  NO.    (Prtctdt  with  ar.a  eodt) 


Peraona  who   k.nowlngly   and    willfully   foil   to   comply   with   the   provlilona  of  tho  Fedrral  Aviation  Regulations  Part   77  are  Iteh'-  1 
«3M  for  the  firat  offenae,  with  biereaaed   Panaltlea  thereafter  aa  provided  by  Section  902(a)  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of   I'JSS  • 
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NOTICE  OF  PROPOSED  CONSTRUCTION  OR  ALTERATION 


§77.13  Construction  or  alteration  requiring  notice. 

(a)  Except  ■•  provided  In  §77. IS.  each  aponsor  who  proposes  any  of  tha 
following  construction  or  altertttlon  shall  notify  the  Administrator  In  the 
form  and  manner  prescribed  In  §77.17: 

(  I)  Any  construction  or  altaratlon  of  more  than  200  feet  In  height  above 
the  ground  level  at  its  site. 

(2>  Any  construction  or  alteration  of  greater  height  than  an  Imaginary 
-surface  extending  outward  and  upward  at  one  of  the  following  slopes: 
(1)  100  to  I  for  a  horizontal  distance  of  20.000  feel  from  thr  nearest 
point  of  tha  nearest  runway  of  each  airport  specified  in  8ubpara(;raph  ($) 
of  this  paragraph  with  at  least  one  runway  more  than  3.200  feet  In  actual 
length,  excluding  heliports. 

(II)  SO  to  I  for  a  horizontal  distance  of  10,000  feet  from  the  nearest 
point  of  the  nearest  runway  of  each  airport  specified  in  subparagraph  (S) 
of  this  paragraph  with  Its  longest  runway  no  more  than  3.200  feet  In 
actual  length,  excluding  heliports. 

(III)  2S  to  I  for  a  horUontal  distance  of  S.OOO  feet  from  the  nearest 
point  of  the  nearest  landing  and  takeoff  area  of  each  heliport  specified 
In  subparagraph  (  S  )  of  this  paragraph. 

(3t  Any  highway,  railroad,  or  other  traverse  way  for  mobile  obiects,  of 
a  height  which,  if  adjusted  upward  17  feet  for  an  Interstate  Highway  that 
is  part  of  the  National  System  of  Military  and  Interstate  Highways  where 
overcrosslngs  are  designed  for  a  minimum  of  17  feet  vertical  distance,  IS 
feet  for  any  other  public  roadway.  10  feel  or  the  height  of  the  highest 
mobile  object  that  would  normally  traverse  the  road,  whichever  is  greater, 
for  a  private  road,  23  feet  for  a  railroad,  and  for  a  waterway  or  any  other 
traverse  way  .tot  previously  mentioned,  an  amount  equal  to  the  height  of 
the  highest  mobile  object  that  would  normally  traverse  it,  would  exceed  a 
standard  of  subparagraph   ( I )   or   (21   of  this  paragraph. 

(4(  When  requested  by  the  FAA,  any  construction  or  alteration  that 
would  be  in  an  instrument  approach  area  (defined  in  the  FAA  standards 
governing  Instrument  approach  procedures)  and  availnble  information  indl- 
cates  it  might  exceed  a  standard  of  Subpart  C  of  this  pait. 

(S)  Any  construction  or  alteration  on  any  of  the  following  airports  (in- 
eluding  heliports) : 

(I)  An  airport  that  Is  available  for  public  use  and  Is  listed  in  the  Air- 
port Directory  of  the  current  Airman's  Information  Manual  or  In  either  the 
Alaska  or  Pacific   Airman's  Guide  and  Chart  Supplement. 

posal   on    file    with    the    Federal    Aviation    Administration,    and    except    for 
military  airports,  it  is  clearly  Indicated  that  that  airport  will  be  available 
for  public  use. 
(ill)    An  airport  that  is  operated  by  an  armed  force  of  the  United  States. 

(b)  Each  sponsor  who  proposes  construction  or  alteration  that  is  the  sub- 
Ject  of  a  notice  under  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section  and  is  advised  by  an 
FAA  regional  office  that  a  supplemental  notice  Is  required  shall  submit  that 
notice  on  a  prescribed  form  to  be  received  by  the  FAA  regional  office  at 
least   48  hours  before   the  start  of  the  construction  or  alteration. 

(c)  Each  sponsor  who  undertakes  construction  or  alteration  that  is  the 
subject  of  a  notice  under  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section  shall,  within  S  days 
after  that  construction  or  alteration  reaches  Its  greatest  height,  submit  a 
supplemental  notice  on  a  prescribed  form  to  the  FAA  rrplonal  office  having 
jurisdiction  over  thr  area  Involved,  If — 

(I)    The  construction  or  alteration   Is  more   than   200   feet   above   the   sur- 


fac 


(2)    An  FAA  regional  office  advises  him  that  submission  of  the  form  Is  r«- 

§77.15   Construction  or  alteration  not  requiring  notice. 

No  person  is  required  to  notify  the  Administrator  for  any  of  the   following 
construction  or  alteration: 


(a)  Any  object  that  w 
nent  and  substantial  cha 
of  equal  or  greater  helg 


be  shielded  by  existing  structures  of  a  perm 
ter  or  by  natural  terrain  or  topographtr  featur 
ind  would  be  located  In  the  congested  area  of 
rnt  where  It  Is  evident  beyond  all  reasonable  dou 
hielded  will  not  adversely  affect  safety  in  air  navig 

in    height    except    one    th 


(cl  Any  air  navigation 
aircraft  arresting  device, 
the  Administrator,  or  an 
the   location  and   height   of 

(dl    Any    construction    oi 


ncllity.  airport  visual  approach  or  landing 
>r  meteorological  device,  of  a  type  approved 
ipproprlate  military  service  on  military  nlrp< 
which   Is   fixed  by   Its  functloni 

alteration    for    which    notice    It 


other  FAA  regulation. 

677.17   Form  and  time  of  notice. 

(a)  Each  person  who  is  required  to  notify  the  Admlnls 
(a)  shall  send  one  executed  form  set  (four  copies)  of 
Notice  of  Proposed  Construction  or  Alteration,  to  the  Chief 
Division.  FAA  Regional  Office  having  jurisdiction  over  th. 
in  which  the  construction  or  alteration  will  be  located.  Copies 
7460-1  may  be  obtained  from  the  headquarters  of  the  Fed 
Administration  and  the  regional  offices. 


al    pu 

rpose. 

•    reo 

ulred 

by    » 

FAA 

unde 
Form 

r  §77. 
7460 

(b)    The   notice    required   un 
mitted  at    least    30   days   befo 

(II    The    date    the    propos 

(2)  The  date  an  applica 
However,  a  notice  relating  i 
subject  to  the  licensing  requirements  of  the  Fedci 
may  be  sent  to  the  FAA  at  the  same  time  the  appljc 
filed  with  the  Federal  Communications  Commission 
that  filing.. 


§77 


proposed    const r 


hrough    (4J    must    be    su 
fonowiriK   dates—- 
Itemtion    Is    to    begin 
ion    permit    is    to    be    file 
Hon    or    alteration    that 


(cl    A 

proposed  structure  or 

an  alteration  to  an 

existing  s 

tructure  that 

ceeds  2.000  feet  In  height  aho 

ve  the  ground  will  be  pre,um< 

d  to  be  .   har 

to    air 

navigation    and    to    re 

ult    In    an 

inefficient 

utilizatio 

n  of  airbpnce 

the  applicant    has    the   burden 

of  overco 

ning    that 

presumption     Each    no 

submitt 

td    under   the   pertinen 

t    provision 

s    of    Part 

77    proposing    a    struc 

in  exec 

s  of  2.000  feet  above 

ground,  or 

an  altera 

ion   that 

will  make  an 
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St    contai 

„    a    deta 
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where    the    1 

conclud 
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e   and    would 

result    i 

i>   a    hazard    to   air    navigation,    w 

II   a    deter 

mination 

of    no    hazard 

issued. 

(dl  In  the  case  of  an  emergency  involving  essential  public  services,  pul 
lie   health,  or  public    safety,   that    requires   immediate   construction    or   alter. 

and  the  notice  may  be  sent  by  telephone,  telegraph,  or  other  expeditlot 
means,  with  an  executed  FAA  Form  7460-1  submitted  within  five  da' 
thereafter.  Outside  normal  business  hours,  emergency  notices  by  telephoi 
or  telegraph   may  be   submitted   to   the   nearest   FAA    Flight   Service   Statio 

(e)  Each  person  who  is  required  to  notify  the  Administrator  by  paragrat 
(b)  or  (c)  of  §77  13,  or  both,  shall  send  an  executed  copy  of  FAA  For 
7460. 2,  Notice  of  Progress  of  Construction  or  Alteration,  to  the  Chief.  A 
Traffic  Division,  FAA  Regional  Office  having  jurisdiction  over  the  ar 
Involved.  
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P.O.  Box  1689 

IWE  WESTERN    REGION) 

ISOSOUIHERN    REGIONl 

IRM-ROCKY   MOUNTAIN    REGION] 

Fort  Worth,  Texas  76101 

Western  Regional  Office 

Southern  Regional  Office 

Rocky  Mountain  Regional  Office 

Tel.  817-624  4911 

5651  West  AAanchesler  Blvd. 

3400  Whipple  Street 

10455  East  25lh  Avenue 

|CE-CENTRAL   REGION] 

Mail  Address: 

East  Point,  Georgia  30344 

Aurora,  Colorado  BOOlO 

Central  Regional  Office 

P.O.  Box  92007 

Mail  Address: 

AAail  Address: 

601  E.  12lh  Street 

Worldw.y  Postal  Center 

P.O.  Box  20636 

Park  Hill  Station,  P.O.  Box  7213 

Kansas  City,  Wlo.  64106 

Los  Angeles,  California  90009 

Atlanta,  Georgia  30320 

Denver,  Colorado  80207 
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Tel.  303-637-3937 
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San  Juan  Area  Office 
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Pacific  Regional  Office 
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RFD-I,  Box  29A 

Great  Ukes  Regional  Office 
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Federal  Building 
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Honolulu,  Hawaii  96813 

Tel.  212-995-3333 

Tel.  808-9550-491 
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DESCRIPTION  OF  ALTERNA-      The  object  of  the  FAA  aeronautical  study  is  the  proposed 
TIVES:   BOSCOM  BOSCOM  hotel  structure.   The  hotel  site  is  located  6740 

feet  from  the  nearest  runway  end  at  Logan  Airport  and 
will  stand  156.65  feet  above  ground  or  170  feet  above 
mean  sea  level.   Massport  submitted  this  notice  despite 
the  fact  that  the  project  did  not  appear  to  meet  the 
formal  notification  criteria  specified  in  section 
77.13.   Figure  IV-30  is  a  copy  of  the  notification  form 
as  submitted,  and  the  results  of  the  FAA  study  is 
forthcoming. 

In  view  of  the  obstruction  standards  and  the  design 
height  of  the  proposed  BOSCOM  structure,  no  obstruction 
possibilities  appear  to  exist.   The  BOSCOM  architects 
were  advised  of  the  height  limitations  existing  at  the 
site  and  designed  the  structure  accordingly.   Further, 
the  proposed  development  does  not  appear  to  preclude 
the  use  of  extensions  to  Runway  4L  and  9  or  the 
establishment  of  runway  minimums.   It  should  be  noted 
that  this  interpretation  of  Part  77  awaits  confirmation 
by  the  FAA  upon  the  completion  of  the  aeronautical 
study  now  in  progress.   Again,  the  FAA  study  will 
address  the  effects  of  the  proposed  structure  on 
present  and  possible  future  uses  of  the  Logan  Airport 
navigable  airspace. 

A  related  concern  is  the  potential  impact  on  Runway  4R 
Instrument  Landing  Systems  (ILS)  approaches  caused  by 
increased  marine  traffic  as  a  result  of  the  project. 
To  clarify  this  point.  Commonwealth  Pier  has  been 
serving  all  classes  of  vessels  since  its  construction 
in  1912  without  inhibiting  Runway  4R  approaches,  and 
will  continue  to  be  the  focus  of  passenger  activity 
after  the  completion  of  the  project. 

The  potential  for  conflict  between  maritime  activities 
in  Boston  Harbor  and  aviation  at  Logan  Airport  has 
already  been  examined  by  the  FAA  in  connection  with  the 
development  of  other  Massport  marine  facilities. 
Implementation  of  the  Runway  4R  ship  detection  system, 
developed  by  Massport  and  accepted  by  FAA,  has 
eliminated  this  problem. 


Airspace 


Measures  to  Mitigate 
Adverse  Effects 


The  following  mitigation  measures  are  proposed  for  the 
potential  adverse  effects  of  the  BOSCOM  development 
proposal.   No  mitigation  measures  would  be  associated 
with  a  No-Build  Alternative,  and  the  Preliminary 
Development  Concept,  as  a  hypothetical  proposal,  was 
not  advanced  to  a  stage  where  the  necessary  mitigation 
measures  could  be  determined. 


TRANSPORTATION  o   Shuttle  bus  service  between  BOSCOM  and  major  hotels 

in  Boston  will  be  provided  by  Massport  and  FMR 
Properties. 


o   Marketing  information  and  brochures  provided  to 

prospective  Commonwealth  Pier  visitors  will  include 
information  on  the  availability  of  the  hotel 
shuttle  bus  service  and  the  MBTA  service. 

o   Improvement  of  MBTA  Routes  6  and  7  peak  hour 

frequencies  from  the  current  15-minute  headways  to 
10-minute  headways  is  being  discussed  with  MBTA 
officials. 

o   BOSCOM  administration  will  seek  to  develop  a  close 
working  relationships  with  the  operators  of  the 
proposed  hotel  on  Piers  1-3,  in  order  to  facilitate 
reservations  of  large  blocks  of  rooms  for 
out-of-town  visitors  during  major  BOSCOM  shows.   A 
courtesy  van  between  the  two  buildings  is  an  option. 

o   BOSCOM  will  manage  parking  to  discourage  employees 
from  driving  to  Commonwealth  Pier.   Provide 
preferential  parking  for  carpoolers,  and  segregate 
parking  areas  for  cruise  ship  patrons,  hotel 
guests,  and  restaurant  visitors. 

o   Massport  and  BOSCOM  will  work  to  see  that 

improvements  are  made  to  the  Congress  Street 
eastbound  approach  to  Atlantic  Avenue  with  the 
addition  of  a  second  left-turn  lane. 

o   Direct  bus  service  between  Logan  Airport,  downtown, 
and  Commonwealth  Pier.   The  bus  schedule  could  be 
adjusted  to  meet  increased  demands  on  the  first  and 
last  days  of  exhibitions. 

o   Water  taxi  service  between  Logan  Airport, 
Commonwealth  Pier  and  Long  Wharf  has  been 
proposed.  Water  taxis  would  provide  a  direct 
transit  connection  between  Logan  and  Commonwealth 


Mitigation  Measures 


Pier,  but  this  would  only  have  a  significant 
mitigating  impact  on  the  first  and  last  days  of  a 
major  show,  as  these  are  the  only  times  when 
significant  numbers  of  BOSCOM  visitors  will  be 
traveling  from  or  to  Logan  Airport.   Bus  service 
may  be  a  more  efficient  means  of  transportion 
between  BOSCOM  visitors  to  and  from  the  airport. 
However,  as  other  developments  proceed  in  the  South 
Boston  waterfront,  water  transportation  may  become 
a  viable  option. 


AIR  QUALITY 


While  the  Commonwealth  Pier  redevelopment  does  not 
add  significantly  to  CO  levels,  some  measures  can 
mitigate  the  high  CO  levels  predicted  due  to 
baseline  traffic  along  Atlantic  Avenue.   Upgraded 
roadway  geometries,  encouragement  of  public 
transportation,  private  shuttles,  and  parking 
management  can  all  contribute  to  minimizing  air 
pollutants. 

Elimination  of  all  on-street  parking  along  Atlantic 
Avenue  from  Summer  Street  to  Northern  Avenue  would 
provide  significant  improvement  to  air  quality  as  a 
short-term,  low-cost  mitigation  measure. 


i 


HISTORIC  SIGNIFICANCE 


Preserve  the  Headhouse  and  shed  facades  through 
design  certification  under  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabiliation. 


MARITIME  ACTIVITIES 


Massport  will  retain  control  of  the  Pier  apron,  and 
will  invest  resources  in  the  expansion,  repair  and 
marketing  of  maritime  uses  at  the  Pier. 


Provide  new  cruise  ship  terminal  on  two  levels  of 
the  east  apron,  with  space  for  such  ancillary 
services  as  waiting  areas,  customs  facilities, 
internal  drop-off  areas  and  parking  integrated  into 
BOSCOM. 

Provide  and  market  up  to  900'  of  additional 
berthing  for  excursion  boats,  commuter  boats  and 
water  taxis  on  the  west  apron  of  the  Pier. 

Allow  for  private  vessel  docking  for  BOSCOM 
business  uses  on  the  west  apron  in  agreement  with 
operators  of  the  berth (s). 


Mitigation  Measures 


FOREIGN  TRADE  ZONE 


Relocation  of  Foreign  Trade  Zone  warehouse  activity 
to  appropriate  location. 


o   Continue  promotion  of  FTZ's  in  other  appropriate 
locations. 

o   Possible  utilization  of  FTZ  designation  within 
BOSCOM  if  appropriate  activities  materialize. 


PUBLIC  ACCESS 


o   Massport  will  encourage  public  access  along  the 
west  apron  and  on  the  north  apron  of  the  Pier. 
Public  amenities  such  as  benches  will  be  provided 
at  the  harbor  end,  as  consistent  with  manoevering 
requirements  of  emergency  vehicles. 

o   Access  for  cruise  ship,  water  taxi  and  excursion 
boat  passengers  will  be  assured  by  Massport. 

o  Increased  public  access  at  evening/off-peak  hours 
to  restaurants  and  hotel  facilities  of  BOSCOM,  as 
appropriate. 

o   Construction  of  a  portal  between  Commonwealth  Pier 
and  Boston  Fish  Pier  to  provide  a  site  for  public 
enjoyment  of  the  harbor  edge. 

o   Improvements  in  pedestrian  amenities  and 
streetscape  along  Northern  Avenue. 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES 


o   Implementation  of  improvements  to  Commonwealth  Pier 
and  vicinity  sewer  service,  including  cleaning, 
replacement  of  24"  sewer  pipes,  and  reconstruction 
of  the  sewer  lift  station.   Work  is  being 
coordinated  with  Boston  Water  &  Sewer  Commission. 


Coordination  with  other  utility  companies  (Boston 
Gas  and  Boston  Edison)  for  the  planning  and 
subsequent  provision  of  services  so  as  to  avoid 
disruption  during  construction,  and  to  ensure 
adequate  service  for  Commonwealth  Pier  activities. 

To  the  maximum  extent  possible,  the  project  will  be 
designed  to  conserve  water.   Low  flow  fixtures  and 
pressure  reduction  valves  will  be  utilized  to 
reduce  water  usage. 


Mitigation  Measures 


Computerized  design  and  controls  will  be  utilized 
to  minimize  energy  use  in  the  building.   Energy 
conservation  measures  will  include  waste  heat 
recycling,  heat  pump  for  HVAC,  insulation,  lighting 
levels  and  selection  of  fixtures,  and  the 
utilization  of  active  and/or  passive  solar  energy. 


BOSCOM  will  design  and  construct  the  redevelopment 
project  to  meet  accepted  criteria  for  noise  levels 
for  each  individual  use  area — meeting  rooms, 
exhibit  halls,  hotel  rooms  and  so  forth — treating 
both  average  noise  levels  and  maximum  aircraft 
noise  levels  predicted  at  the  Pier. 


CONSTRUCTION  In  order  to  minimize  construction  impacts  of  the 

Commonwealth  Pier  Redevelopment  Project,  modern 
conscientious  construction  techniques  will  be 
followed.   Performance  standards  for  construction  will 
be  established  by  Massport  and  incorporated  into  an 


agreement  between  Massport,  FMR  Properties  and  the 
designated  contractor (s) .   At  a  minimum,  these 
standards  and  mitigation  measures  during  construction 
will  include  the  following: 

Transportation 

o   Designate  specific  truck  routes  to  avoid  impacts  on 
residential  areas. 

o   Select  truck  routes  with  adequate  geometries  to 
avoid  delay  from  truck  turning  maneuvers  at  tight 
corners. 

o   All  attempts  will  be  made  to  maintain  two-way  flow 
of  traffic  on  all  streets  to  prevent  excessive 
delays  and  to  maintain  adequate  access  to  all 
abutters. 

o   Parking  for  construction  workers  will  be  available 
on  Commonwealth  Flats. 

o   It  is  expected  that  a  police  officer  will  oversee 
traffic  in  the  area  during  construction. 


Mitigation  Measures 


Air  Quality 

o   Wet  exposed  areas  and  cover  dust  producing 
materials  resulting  from  the  demolition  of  a 
portion  of  the  central  shed,  as  appropriate. 

Maritime  Activities 

o   Coordinate  scheduling  of  construction  to  minimize 
conflicts  with  cruise  ship  dockings  and  other 
maritimne  activities  to  avoid  conflicts  with 
construction  activities. 

o   Relocation  of  docking  facilities  on  a  temporary 
basis,  as  necessary. 

Public  Access 

o   Minimize  noise  and  dust  emissions  along  Northern 
Avenue  to  avoid  disruption  of  pedestrian  activity 
in  the  area. 

o   Massport  will  provide  appropriate  signage  for  the 
circulation  areas. 

Utilities 

o   Coordination  between  Massport,  FMR  Properties,  the 
designated  contractor,  and  appropriate  utility 
agencies  and  companies  to  schedule  construction 
activities  to  minimize  or  avoid  disruptions  of 
service  in  the  area. 


Mitigation  Measures 


Comments  by  Reviewers 


Comments  on  the  Draft  EIR  were  received  from  the 
following  offices  or  individuals: 

1.  Office  of  Coastal  Zone  Management 

2.  Division  of  Environmental  Quality  Engineering 
(DEQE) ,  Northeast  Region 

3.  DEQE,  Division  of  Air  Quality  Control 

4.  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council 

5.  Massachusetts  Aeronautics  Commission 

6.  The  Boston  Harbor  Associates 

7.  Hale  &  Dorr,  representing  HBC  Properties  and  the 
Athanas  Family 

8.  Group  of  Supporting  Letters  Received  From; 

o   Ernest  A.  Lucci,  Massachusetts  Department  of 

Commerce  and  Development 
o   James  L.  Sullivan,  Greater  Boston  Chamber  of 

Commerce 
o   Robert  E.  Cumings,  Greater  Boston  Convention 

and  Tourist  Bureau,  Inc. 
o   Howard  P.  Foley,  Massachusetts  High  Technology 

Council 
o   Jonathan  Rotenberg,  The  Boston  Computer  Society 
o   David  V.  Harmon,  Boston  Harborfest  '82 
o   Ferdinand  Colloredo-Mansfeld,  Cabot,  Cabot  & 

Forbes  Co. 
o   Daniel  Rose,  Rose  Associates,  Inc. 

The  first  seven  letters  are  reproduced  and  responded  to 
in  detail.   The  last  group  of  eight  letters  were 
supportive  of  the  BOSCOM  project  and  encouraged 
approval  of  the  EIR.   No  response  to  these  letters  is 
required. 
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We  concur  with  the  Secretary's  statement  regarding  the  adequacy  of  the 
Public  Access  selection  of  the  DEIR  for  Commonwealth  Pier  5.   However,  it  is 
clear  that  a  fo--aal  written  agreement  between  Massport,  CZM  6  perhaps  the 
City  of  Boston  is  necessary  to  firmly  commit  Massport  to  developing  and 
implementing  public  accessways  along  the  parimeter  of  the  pier.   Direct 
ownership  of  the  pier,  and  statements,  however  general  and/or  well  meaning' 
in  nature  in  a  DEIR  or  FEIR,  do  not  firmly  commit  the  Port  Authority  to 
allowing  the  public  to  use  the  site.   The  Coastal  Zone  Management  Office  has 
drawn  up  similar  agreements  elsewhere  along  the  coast  and  would  be  happy  to 
work  with  Massport  in  this  endeavor. 

The  maritime  dependency  discussion  in  the  DEIR  does  not  clearly  commit 
Massport  to  providing  support  for  any  maritime  uses  except  luxury  liners 
and  the  Bay  State  Provincetown  Boat.   The  pier  is  located  within  a  CZM- 
Designated  Port  Area  and  any  proposed  re-use  plan  should  take  advantage  of 
the  proximity  to  deep  water  channels.  The  DEIR  states  that  Commonwealth  Pier 
offers  a  superior  location  in  the  harbor  for  exc  '^ion  boats.   What  about 
other  boating  activities,  a  marina  for  example?   There  is  no  explicit  commit- 
ment from  Massport  to  provide  facilities  for  water  taxis,  although  Massport 
has  stated  they  would  encourage  such  uses.   To  facilitate  the  growth  of  water 
transportation,  supporl:  facilities  (a  terminal  for  example)  mt*st  be  provided 
on  key  parCels  of  land  along  the  harbor.   Given  the  amount  and  range  of 
activities  expected  to  be  generated  at  Commonwealth  Pier,  it's  location  within 
a  designated  port,  together  with  Massport's  stated  support  for  water 
transportation,  a  clear  commitment  to  water  based  transportation  should  be 
detai led  wi  thin  the  FEIR. 
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Conunents 


COMMENTS  RECEIVED  FROM: 


Richard  Delaney,  Director 
Office  of  Coastal  Zone  Management 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 


ISSUES  AND  RESPONSE 


Public  Access 


In  response  to  this  and  other  comments  on  the  Draft 
EIR,  Massport  has  further  developed  its  plans  for 
public  access  to  Commonwealth  Pier  and  has  included  a 
firm  commitment  to  that  access  plan  in  the  Final  EIR. 
Basic  elements  of  this  commitment  include  1)  relocation 
of  the  cruise  ships  to  the  east  side  of  the  Pier 
allowing  primary  public  access  along  the  more  visible 
west  apron,  2)  a  public  destination  area  along  the 
wider  apron  at  the  north  end  of  the  pier  with  public 
amenities  such  as  sitting  areas,  and  3)  improvement  of 
the  area  between  Commonwealth  Pier  and  Fish  Pier  for 
better  public  viewing  of  maritime  activities  in  that 
area.   Please  see  the  revised  Public  Access  chapter, 
pages  133  to  140  of  the  Final  EIR  for  details  of  this 
commitment. 

Maritime  Use 

The  revised  chapter  on  Maritime  Use  (pages  119  to  128 
of  the  Final  EIR)  provides  a  more  specific  discussion 
of  maritime  uses  which  will  take  advantage  of  the 
proximity  to  deep  water  channels.   This  chapter  also 
describes  the  explicit  actions  Massport  will  take  to 
encourage  and  support  these  uses.   These  actions 
include  repairs  to  the  substructure  of  the  apron,  new 
fender  piles,  refurbishing  of  the  seldom-used  east 
apron  for  cruise  ship  docking,  expansion  of  the 
existing  300'  berth  on  the  west  apron  by  up  to  900'  and 
allowance  for  some  private  vessel  docking.  A  marina 
for  small  boats  has  been  discussed,  but  is  not 
considered  compatible  with  the  larger  cruise  and 
excursion  boats,  nor  with  the  frequent  water  taxi 
service  that  might  locate  at  Commonwealth  Pier.   These 
uses  are  seen  to  have  greater  potential  benefit  to  a 
larger  segment  of  the  public  than  would  a  marina. 


In  addition  to  these  actions,  BOSCOM's  design  for  the 
Pier  structure  includes  not  only  a  new  cruise  ship 
terminal  with  drop  off  and  parking,  but  additional 
space  in  the  Pier  for  support  of  excursion  boats,  water 
taxis,  commuter  boats,  and  so  forth. 
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TO:       Secretary,  EOTC  '     " 

FROM:     Michael  J.  Maher,  Acting  Section  Chief,  Met.  Boston/  i^^ 
Northeast  Region 

DATE:     August  11,  1982 

SUBJECT:   Commonwealth  Pier  Five,  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the 
above  cited  project  and  feel  that  there  are  problems  with  respect  to  the 
air  analysis  that  should  be  brought  to  your  attention.   These  problems  are 
noted  below. 

1.  The  traffic  figures  used  in  the  air  analysis  representing  the 
"background"  traffic  growth  do  not  appear  to  include  the  possible 
traffic  generated  from  tho  proposed  RDTC's  renovation  of  Building 
114  at  the  Boston  Army  Base.   If  this  is  the  case,  then  these 
figures  should  be  adjusted  to  reflect  the  additional  traffic. 

2.  The  nomographic  version  of  the  Caline-3  line  source  model  was 
used  to  analyze  the  areas  roadways  in  terms  of  added  traffic 
and  related  air  quality  impacts.   The  nomographic  analysis  as 
used  in  this  case  is  not  a  satisfactory  methodology.   DEQE 
discussed  the  use  of  the  nomographic  method  in  this  particular 
case  with  EPA  and  they  are  in  agreement.   Had  DEQE  been  consulted 
as  to  which  methodology  was  acceptable,  we  would  have  suggested 
either  the  EPA,  Volume  9  guidelines  or  the  computerized  version 
of  Caline-3  adjusted  to  account  for  queuing  at  Intersections. 

3.  The  cold  start  factors  as  used  in  the  emission  factor  derivation 
are  not  representative  of  "worst  case"  conditions.   In  this  case 
the  analysis  should  assume  that  a  large  percentage  of  the  cars 
operating  during  the  "pm  peak"(worst  case)  are  operatinf.  in  the 
cold  start  phase.   The  cold  start  phase  is  defined  as  "a  vehicle 
start  after  a  long  engine-off  (or  cold  soak)  period.   This  period 
of  time  is  defined  as  four  (A)  hours  or  more  for  non-catalytic- 
equipped  vehicles  and  as  one  (I)  hour  or  more  for  catalytic- 
equipped  vehicles,  the  cold-transient  mode  exists  for  the  first 
505  seconds  of  engine  operation  after  a  cold  start." 
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A.   The  background  values  used  in  the  analysis  are  too  low  and  should 
be  adjusted  to  represent  urban  conditions.   Suggested  represent- 
ative urban  "background"  values  are  A-5  ppm  for  the  one  hour 
base  case  and  2-3  ppm  for  the  eight  hour  base  case.   Adjustments 
for  future  case  values  should  reflect  changes  in  traffic  and 
emissions  over  time,  but  should  in  no  case  be  less  than  1  ppm 

*    for  the  one  or  eight  hour  case. 

5.  The  emission  factors  as  presented  in  the  analysis  seem  rather 
high:   further  information  on  their  derivation  should  be 
provided. 

6.  A  receptor  distance  of  50-250  ft.  is  unacceptable  in  this  area 
given  the  proximity  of  housing  and  businesses  within  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  this  project. 

If  you  should  have  further  questions  on  the  comments  presented  above 
please  contact  Heidi  O'Brien  (292-4623)  of  my  staff. 

HOB/efj 

cc:   Heidi  O'Brien,  DEQE/DAQC 


COMMENTS  RECEIVED  FROM: 


Michael  J.  Maher 

Acting  Section  Chief 

Metropolitan  Boston  -  Northeast  Region 

Department  of  Environmental  Quality  Engineering 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 


ISSUES  AND  RESPONSE 


The  letter  lists  a  number  of  problems  with  the  Air 
Quality  Analysis  completed  according  to  the  original 
scoping  memo  from  MEPA.   Meetings  held  with  Mr.  Maher 's 
staff  before  and  after  this  letter  was  issued  resulted 
in  a  new  air  quality  analysis  being  completed  for  the 
Final  EIR.   The  methodology  employed  was  closely 
coordinated  with  DEQE  and  is  fully  described  in  the  new 
Air  Quality  chapter,  pages  97  to  112  and  in  the 
Technical  Appendices  on  Air  Quality. 


Response  to  the  six  issues  raised  in  relation  to  the 
Draft  EIR  analysis  is  included  here  in  the  same  order 
in  which  they  were  presented  in  the  letter  from  DEQE. 

1.   Traffic  Generated  by  EPIC  (Economic  Development  and 
Industrial  Commissions) 

Background  traffic  for  1987  was  based  upon  a 
development  scenario  for  the  area.   Preparation  of 
this  scenario  was  based  upon  personal  contact  with 
all  major  land  owners  in  the  area,  BRA  planners, 
other  pertinent  agencies,  and  interested  citizen 
review  groups.   Interviews  with  Paul  Horn  and  Dan 
Fishbein  at  EDIC  suggested  that  a  number  of  plans 
for  job  intensive  projects  were  being  considered, 
including  a  possible  relocation  of  the  garment 
district.   At  the  time,  the  relocation  of  the 
garment  district  did  not  seem  likelv  to  be 
completed  by  the  study  year  of  1987.   (It  should  be 
noted  that  in  the  Spring  of  1982,  an  ENF  was  filed 
for  the  EDIC  garment  workers  relocation  and  a  full 
traffic  analysis  will  be  prepared  as  part  of  that 
EIR.)   On  February  8,  1982,  before  preceding  with 
any  traffic  forecasting,  the  EIR  team  met  with 
staff  of  the  MEPA  office  to  review,  area  by  area, 
the  assumptions  to  be  included  in  the  base  traffic 
for  1987.   These  are  the  assumptions  used  in  both 
the  Draft  and  Final  EIR's. 
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2.  Nomographic  Analysis 

An  agreement  has  been  reached  between  Massport, 
MEPA  and  DEQEA)AQC  to  conduct  additional  air 
quality  analyses  beyond  that  required  in  the  July 
21,  1981  Determination  of  the  Secretary  of 
Environmental  Affairs.   The  analysis  is  summarized 
in  the  revised  Air  Quality  section  and  includes  a 
detailed  intersection  analysis  rather  than  the  more 
general  nomographic  analysis  referred  to  here  and 
used  in  the  Draft  EIR.   Three  intersections 
(Northern  Avenue/Atlantic  Avenue,  Congress 
Street/Atlantic  Avenue,  and  D  StreetA^est  Broadway) 
were  approved  by  MEPA  and  DEQE  as  representing 
worst  case  conditions  for  this  new  Final  EIR  Air 
Quality  Analysis. 

3.  Cold  Start  Factors 

Discussions  with  DEQE  and  EPA  Region  1  indicate 
that  a  cold  start  factor  of  50  percent  for  the 
afternoon  peak  hour  is  a  reasonable  worst  case 
assumption.   This  figure  is  taken  from  a  Federal 
Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  publication  entitled 
"Fundamentals  of  Air  Quality".   The  50  percent  cold 
start  factor  was  used  in  estimating  peak  hour  CO 
concentrations  for  the  more  detailed  intersection 
analysis  completed  for  the  Final  EIR.   Also  with 
the  concurrence  of  DEQE  and  EPA,  national  average 
values  for  motor  vehicle  hot  and  cold  starts  were 
used  for  the  average  8-hour  condition. 

4.  Background  Values 

Background  CO  values  used  in  the  Draft  EIR  analysis 
were  3.0  parts  per  million  (ppm)  for  the  peak 
one-hour  condition  and  1.5  ppm  for  the  8-hour 
average  condition.   Values  used  for  other  air 
quality  studies  in  the  South  Boston  area  have  been 
somewhat  higher — 5.0  ppm  for  the  one-hour  condition 
and  3.0  ppm  for  the  8-hour  average  condition. 
Using  the  higher  values  of  5,0  and  3.0  ppm,  the 
Nomograph  procedure  showed  no  violations  at  any  of 
the  sensitive  receptors  studied.   Further,  the 
additional  intersection  analyses  completed  for  the 
Final  EIR  use  these  higher  background  values  as 
requested  by  DEQE/DAQC. 


5.  Derivation  of  Emission  Factors 

Detailed  calculations  regarding  the  air  quality 
analysis  were  summarized  in  a  document  entitled 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  -  Technical  Data 
Report  -  Commonwealth  Pier  Five  Redevelopment. 

6.  Receptor  Distance 

The  Caline  3  nomograph  procedure  requires  that 
sensitive  receptors  be  no  closer  than  15  meters  (4<) 
feet)  and  no  further  than  75  meters  (246  feet)  from 
the  line  source  being  analyzed.   When  receptor 
distances  were  above  or  below  this  range,  either 
the  15  meter  or  75  meter  distance  was  assumed. 
Under  the  additional  intersection  analysis 
completed  for  the  Final  EIR,  DEQEA)AQC  approved  all 
sensitive  receptor  locations  prior  to  the 
analysis.   The  closest  possible  sensitive  receptors 
were  identified  immediately  adjacent  to  the  three 
intersections  studied. 
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AWTMONY  D.  CORTESE.  Sc.  D. 


V'.vecu title    (  uire  ti/  C^niUt^i'n/me'n/ul  t'^^tff<M')'6 


ONE 


02108 


August    12,    1982 


RLCFivrr 


Mr.  Samuel  Mygatt,  Director 

mi:pa 

100  Cambridge  Street    20th  Floor 
Boston,  MA   02202 


/'"■s  1  ?'.  mi 


Dear  Mr.  Mygatt: 

At  the  August  6,  1982  meeting  relative  to  the  Commonwealth  I'ier  air  analysis, 
it  was  ilecidod  by  those  present  that  an  additional  air  analysis  of  three  inter- 
sections in  the  area  (West  Broadway  and  D  Street,  Northern  Ave  and  Atlantic  Ave., 
and  Congress  St.  and  Atlantic  Ave.)  should  be  completed  as  part  of  the  final  EIR 
using  a  more  detailed  and  appropriate  approach.   At  question  during  the  meeting 
was  the  issue  of  whether  or  not  these  intersections  are  indeed  representative 
oi   worst-case  conditions  in  terms  of  possible  traffic/air  quality  related  project 
impacts  and  thereby  indicate  the  need,  if  any,  for  mitigating  measures  in  this 
area. 

\)\'\)\'   agrees  witli  the  MEPA  decision  that  further  intersection  analysis  using 
an  acL-eiUed  methodology  is  necessary.   We  will  concur  with  the  analyses  of  these 
thn-f  inter sect  ions,  if  MEPA  determines,  based  on  its  review  of  the  traffic  data, 
that  tlies.^  intersections  are  appropriate  for  identifying  possible  worst-case 
projocl  rolated  air  qualitv/traf f ic  problems  in  the  project  area. 

1-urtlier,  we  look  forward  to  meeting  with  the  project  proponent  and  consultant 
in  the  nenr  future  to  discuss  the  technical  and  policy  details  of  the  analy;  is, 
onci-  final  approval  on  the  intersections  to  be  analyzed  has  been  given  by  MF.I'A. 


If 


should  have  further  questions  on  this,  please  give  me  or  Heidi  O'Briei 
a  call. 


BAK/cli 

cc:   Heidi  O'Brien,  DAQC 


Very  truly  yours 


Barbara  A.  Kwetz 
Planning  Branch  Chief 


Conmients 


COMMENTS  RECEIVED  FROM:       Barbara  A.  Kwetz 

Planning  Branch  Chief 


Division  of  Air  Quality  Control 

Department  of  Environmental  Quality  Enqineerinq 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 


ISSUES  AND  RESPONSE         Air  Quality  Analysis  of  Three  Intersections 

The  Certificate  of  the  Secretary  on  the  Draft  EIR 
states  that  MEPA  approves  of  the  intersections  selected 
for  the  more  detailed  air  quality  analysis  which  was 
completed  for  the  Final  EIR.   Therefore,  the  three 
intersections  (West  Broadway  and  D  Street,  Northern 
Avenue  and  Atlantic  Avenue,  and  Conqress  Street  and 
Atlantic  Avenue)  were  confirmed  by  both  DEQE  and  MEPA 
as  appropriate  for  identifying  possible  worst-case  air 
quality/traffic  problems,  as  requested  by  Ms.  Kwetz 's 
letter. 

Meetings  with  DEQE 

As  requested,  a  meetinq  was  held  on  Auqust  30,  1982, 
with  DEQE  staff  to  agree  on  the  technical  and  policy 
details  of  the  air  analysis.   In  addition,  close 
contact  by  phone  was  maintained  with  DEQE  staff  and  EPA 
Region  I  as  the  analysis  proceeded. 
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Mi:  I  K(  )PC)l.liAN  AKl  A  P  F  P  T  I  \  /  »"  n 

PLANNINC^,  CODNCIL  '">  L  L  L  I   >^  »"  U 
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August  13,    19S2 


The  Honorable  John  A.  Bewick 

E/.ecjtive  Office  of  Fnvi  fonu'ental  Affairs 

100  Canibt-idge  Str-eet 

Boston,  MA  0220Z 


PA  L^MIt 


Dej'-  Secret.T'-,'  Gewick: 


,  r.,i;  ii.joulLn  PiL-r  Fivu  Redevolop:ii(,-nt  (MAi'C  .1. 
'.eceived  July  12,  lb»;i2)   LOCA  '4133 


In  .iccordance  wi  Ui  tne  iMovisions  of  Chapter  30,  Section  o2  or  the 
Massdctiu-.etts  ■'ieneral  L.iw'^,  '.lie  Metropolitan  Area  Plannincj  Coijncil  nas  r-'.- .■■  i..w;  : 
tne  oDo.i.^- r.^'terenceo  .'.r.ift  envi  roniMcntal  impact  report. 

The  proposed  cirt-ions  include  the  development  of  a  hiyh  technology  '.  -j  ic  .  ;■: 
and  exhibition  Jire^t   with  a  hotel  and  associated  uses  on  the  site  of  the  .  (-.'■^<;;:  . 
Coi!ii':onweal  th  Pier  Five.  These  uses  are  to  be  developed  by  a  private  party" 
(FMR  Propei'tici,  I.ic.)  jnder  long-term  lease  with  MassPort  and  result  in  iiainici.,." 
of  aetericrating  poi-tions  of  the  pier  structure  and  continued  maritime  use  of  the 
pier. 

The  Council  enthusiastically  endorses  the  development  concept  as  put  form 
in  the  Ji-aft  environmental  impact  report  as  a  valuable  economic  asset  to  the 
region.   In  ali.ost  e\/ery   respect,  the  plan  embodies  the  best  principles  of  reusc 
of  existing  resources,  prevention  of  deterioration  through  adaptive  reuse  and 
ecunoiDic  use  ot  existing  urban  facilities  --  all  principles  of  the  Council's 
regional  development  policies.  The  draft  environmental  impact  report  appears  rx 
have  satisfactorily  addressed  previously  raised  concerns  regarding  traffic  con'jC'jt" 
and  sewer  capacity  and  the  proposed  mitigating  measures  appear  to  have  resolved  anj 
serious  adverse  impacts. 

In  particular,  the  Council  would  like  to  point  out  that,  from  a  regional 
perspective,  the  developed  premise  of  the  pier  --  i.e.,  as  a  high  techno lony  trade 
center,  is  highly  desirable,  due  to  the  character  of  the  regional  economy  and 
especially  to  the  absence  of  other  competing  developments.  Thus,  the  regional 
economic  base  is  enhanced  with  no  danger  of  disinvestment  elsewhere. 


.he  Honorable  John  A.  Bewick        -  2  -  August  13,  1982 

There  are  two  issues  we  would  like  to  raise  for  the  final  EIR.  One  concern, 
echoed  by  the  City  of  Boston,  relates  to  the  character  of  assurances  of  public 
access  around  the  new  development.  Public  access  to  waterfront  areas  is  an 
important  principle  of  development  in  this  unique  resource  area  and  the  laricjuagt. 
of  this  section  should  be  strengthened.  The  sccoi.d  concern  does  not  relate 
directlylto  the  BOSCOM  development  itself,  but  to  the  pressure  it  might  pldce 
on  nearby  uses,  particularly  the  Fish  Pier.  In  light  of  past  questions  over  the 
continued  use  of  this  facility  as  a  fish  pier,  a  clear  statement  by  MassPort 
regarding  its  future  under  the  new  economic  climate  of  Commonwealth  Pier  Five 
redevelopment,  and  other  developments  in  the  area,  would  be  helpful. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  draft  environmental  impact 
report  and  wish  MassPort  well  in  its  development  cffor-ts. 

Very   i.»-uly  yours , 


Jonatli.m  d.    Truslow 
Executive  Director 

kii 

cc:  Luyeiiie  Deal,  Boston 

Alfred  Howard,  BRA 

David  Davis,  MassPort 

Nor-man  Faramelli,  MassPort 

Thomas  Galvin,  MassPort 

Michael  Oman,  MAPC 


COMMENTS  REVIEWED  FROM: 


Jonathan  G.  Truslow 

Executive  Director 

Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council  (MAPC) 


ISSUES  AND  RESPONSE 


Assurance  of  Public  Access 


As  stated  in  response  to  the  CZM  letter,  work  on  the 
public  access  plan  has  proceeded  since  issuance  of  the 
Draft  EIR,   The  revised  Public  Access  chapter  (pages 
133  to  140)  therefore  includes  a  plan  of  the  access 
areas,  a  more  detailed  physical  description  and  a 
strong  commitment  by  Massport  to  follow  through  on  the 
promises  made  here.   Basically,  public  access  will  be 
provided  for  along  the  western  apron  running  the  full 
length  of  the  Pier,  and  along  the  wider  northern  apron 
which  extends  the  full  width  of  the  pier.   On  the  east 
apron,  where  cruise  ships  will  dock  and  service  vehicle 
access  must  be  maintained  for  BOSCOM,  public  access 
will  be  more  limited.   Please  see  the  Public  Access 
chapter  for  a  detailed  description. 

Effects  on  the  Fish  Pier 


Over  the  last  four  years,  Massport  has  carried  out  an 
extensive  renovation  of  the  Fish  Pier  and  all  the 
buildings  on  that  site.   Having  spent  nearlv  $20 
million  on  this  renovation,  Massport  is  in  constant 
contact  with  fish  industry  representatives  to  assure 
needed  services  are  provided  to  continue  that  use,  and 
is  actively  marketing  improved  office  space  in  the  Pier 
buildings.   In  addition,  developers  of  BOSCOM  have  been 
fully  aware  of  the  Fish  Pier,  its  requirements,  and  the 
very  long-term  commitment  by  Massport  to  its  continuing 
use  for  such  purposes. 

At  full  redevelopment,  the  Fish  Pier  will  include: 


160,000  sq.  ft.  fishing  industry  use 
80,000  sq.  ft.  office 
"No  Name"  Restaurant 
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THE  SEJREfARY 

.ohn  Bew.C.  Secretary  '''''  ^^?^    'LUf.'Vm^i   A^^A,RS 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs  f 

100  Cambridge  Street,  Room  2000  Attn:  MEPA  Unit          ,  ,  „. 

Boston.  MA  02202  Re:  tOEA  #4133.  Commonwealth  Pier 

Dear  Secretary  Bewick:  \    / 

We  are  extremely  concerned  that  the  Draft  EIR  on  this  project  appears  to  ignore  two  vitally 
important  potential  impacts  of  the  proposal: 

Noise 


s 

of 

Since 
struc- 


The  project  site  is  exposed  to  aircraft  noise  levels  in  excess  of  Ldn  75.  which  is  extremely 
high   This  will  require  extensive  soundproofing  to  prevent  unacceptable  environmental  impac 
upon'the  project's  future  occupants.  The  hotel  may  have  to  be  so  heavily  soundproofed,  to 
permit  sleep,  that  construction  would  be  impractical. 

Transportation 

The  potential  for  impacting  air  transportation  is  ignored.  Yet  a  tall  structure  at  thi 
location  could  seriously  disrupt  the  airspace  of  Boston-Logan  Airport  by  precluding  use 
the  presently  closed  extensions  to  Run'ways  4L  and  9  and  preventing  the  establishment  of 
improved  instrument  approach  "minimums"  on  several  runways  (particularly  Runway  27).  S 
such  preclusion  would  involve  the  loss  of  potential  ambient  noise  reduction,  a  tall 
ture  would  be  doubly  disruptive. 

Possibly  the  most  'serious  potential  impact  on  air  transportation  stems  from  knowingly 
inserting  a  population  into  an  incompatible  noise  environment.  Those  so  impacted  are 
certain  to  become  "hostile  neighbors"  who  will  forever  exert  efforts  to  oppose  vitally 
needed  airport  development  and  seek  to  restrict  airport  operations. 

We  trust  that  the  renderings  on  pp.  28  and  30  supercede  the  notation  on  p.  3  of  the  ENF 
(p.  215  of  the  DEIR)  showing:  "2  stories". 

We  strongly  urge  reconsideration  of  this  project,  particularly  the  hotel,  office  and  conference 
center  portions.  We  also  urge  your  office  to  find  the  Draft  EIR  inadequate  for  omittinq  assess- 
ment and  mitigation  of  these  impacts. 

Sincerely, 


A— ,^1J      D  CfwmQcf     -^ 


Arnold  R.   Stymest 
ARS:ep  Director  of  Aeronautics 

cc:     Massport  Members 
EOTC 
FAA 


COMMENTS  RECEIVED  FROM: 


Arnold  R.  Stymest 
Director  of  Aeronautics 
Aeronautics  Commission 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 


ISSUES  AND  RESPONSE 


In  response  to  these  comments,  two  new  chapters  were 
added  to  the  EIR — one  for  noise  (pages  153  to  162) ,  and 
the  other  for  impacts  on  Airspace  (pages  163  to  166) . 
A  full  discussion  of  both  noise  and  air  transportation 
issues  can  be  found  there. 


Noise 

The  latest  aircraft  noise  data  indicate  that 
Commonwealth  Pier  is  in  the  Ldn  70-75  noise  contour  and 
will  certainly  require  careful  noise  attenuation 
treatment  for  development  as  a  high  technology  center. 
National  standards  call  for  a  noise  attenuation  of  30 
decibels  in  the  structure  for  many  of  the  planned 
uses.   The  developers  of  BOSCOM  are  aware  of  this  issue 
and  have  employed  Bolt  Beranek  and  Newman,  Inc., 
recognized  airport  noise  and  acoustics  consultants,  as 
part  of  their  design  team.   Plans  for  noise  attenuation 
to  handle  the  Ldn  70-75  average  and  the  individual 
episodes  which  exceed  that  average  are  outlined  in  the 
noise  chapter  of  this  Final  EIR. 

Airspace  Disruption 

During  planning  for  Commonwealth  Pier  redevelopment  in 
1980-1981,  contact  was  made  with  the  FAA  to  discuss  any 
issues  which  might  relate  to  airspace  requirements  at 
Logan  International  Airport.   Information  was  received 
on  permitting  procedures  in  relation  to  heights  of 
structures.   This  information  was  passed  on  to  all 
potential  developers.   Although  one  preliminary 
development  concept  (Alternative  2  in  the  EIR)  did 
envision  a  tower  structure  at  the  north  end  of  the 
Pier,  actual  BOSCOM  plans  call  for  a  considerably  lower 
structure  to  be  used  as  a  hotel.   Required  FAA  forms 
for  a  "Notice  of  Proposed  Construction  or  Alteration" 
(Form  No.  004-ROOl)  have  been  filed  with  the  FAA  for 
review  of  the  proposed  BOSCOM  structure.   Plans  and 
designs  included  in  the  Final  EIR  (Description  of 
Alternatives,  pages  33  to  52)  represent  a  more  fully 
developed  design  concept  and  do  supercede  designs  shown 
in  the  Draft  EIR  (June  1982)  and  discussed  in  the  ENF 
(May  1981).   The  relationship  of  Commonwealth  Pier 
plans  to  uses  of  various  runways  at  Logan  International 
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Airport  is  discussed  more  fully  in  the  Airspace  Chapter 
of  the  Final  EIR. 

Noise  Impact  on  Users 

BOSCXDM  has  made  the  decision  to  locate  at  Commonwealth 
Pier  in  full  knowledge  of  airport  use  patterns.   They 
have  been  operating  a  presentation  room  at  the  Pier 
since  Spring  1982,  and  are  fully  aware  of  the  noise 
impacts  and  need  for  noise  attenuation  in  their 
design.   The  developers  have  hired  recognized  experts 
in  the  field  to  prepare  such  designs.   They  have 
weighed  the  options  and  made  a  business  decision  to 
locate  at  Commonwealth  Pier.   It  is  their  determination 
that  the  advantages  of  this  location,  including 
proximity  to  the  airport  and  downtown,  outweigh  the 
disadvantages  of  necessary  noise  attenuation  measures. 
It  should  be  noted,  in  addition,  that  aircraft  noise 
has  apparently  not  been  a  problem  for  substantial 
restaurant  businesses  which  have  operated  in  the  area 
for  many  years. 
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the  boskon  hcirbor  cissociciles         o  ^~  n.  \~  w ,  peafiox9042,Boaon,MA02ii4 

%^S^       "for  bolQiKedhorbor  development"  ^"^  ^  'w  L  I   M  \\  P  Telephone  (617)426  5025 

ROSCflT  M  CflLD€R,  President  '  '                                                      ftUo  0  0  1^!?^ 
JOHN  S  flMtS  Vice  President 

IVDIflR  GOODHUe.  Vice  President  C'T'"  f    "I'-  <• --> 

€DUUIN  P  TIffflNV.  Treosurer  ■.,,.,      ..  ^    '   '"'-"' 

lORfifllNt  M  DOUJN€V  Secretory  ■■    ••'■■"  '..]    I'T  '  ',    .' 


THOMAS  eNNCN.  erecutive  Director 

August  27,  1982 


Joliii    A.    Hcwick.   ScH'iel.ii-y 

i;\(.>c*utivc  Ollico  of    I'tivirotimorUiil   AITaiis 

100  Cambridge  Strocl 

nosloti,   MA   02114 

ATTN:    MEPA   Unit 

Commonwealth  Pier 
EOEA    #4133 

Dear  Secretary  Bewick: 

1   write  to  comment  on   the  draft   F.iU   for  the  above  referenced  project.     While  I'm 
aware  that   the  dcadhne  for  submission  of  remarks  has  expired  1  liopc  that  the 
following  can  be  given  at   least   informal  consideration. 

Public   Access 

The  draft   EIR   fails  to  state,   with  any  specificity,  what  the  public  access  program 

for  the  Pier  will  be.     The  language  used  to  describe  the  proponent's  plans  is  ambiguous 

and   is  qualified  by  terms  such  as  "necessary  egress  and  public  safety...".      Debate 

over  the  meaning  of  these  terms  when  applied  to  mixed  use  development  at   waterfront 

sites  continues.     The  language  in   this  section  offers   the  proponents  far  too   much 

latitude. 

Sewerage 

Tuture  EIR  scopes   for  projects  which  have  sanitary  discharge  to  collection  systems 
which  are  relieved  by  combined  sewer  overflows  should  require  the  proponent   to 
demonstrate  that  said  discharges  will  not   increase  harbor  pollution  earlier  through 
combined  sewer  overflows  as  a  result  of  storms  or  as  dry   weather  overflows.     I 
suspect   that  this  project   may  have  the  effect  of  increasing  point  source  raw  sewerage 
discharges  to  the  harbor  but   without  an  analysis  this  cannot  be  confirmed.     Since 
tills  issue  was  not  raised  in  the  original  TBIIA  comment  letter  nor  in  the  original 
scope  the  proponent  should  not  be  required  to  perform  such  a  study.     This  information 
should  be  generated  as  it   will  allow   the  director  of  the  Division  of   Water   Pollution 
Control   to   make  an   informed  judgement   in  his  consideration  of  the  Sewer  Connection 
Permit. 
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Traffic 

The  data  revealed  in   the   i;iK  points  toward  a  saturation  effect   in  several  intersections 
and  on  certain  roadways  as  a  result  of   this  project   in  combination  with  others 
planned   for   the   Dewey  Sq.   and  South   Boston   I'enninsula  areas.     A   full  evaluation, 
possibly  a  comprehensive  traffic  study  of  this  area  should  begin  quickly  so  that 
mitigation  alternatives  can  be  identified.     Such  a  study  would  most  likely  be  the 
responsibility  of  the  City  of  Boston  as  it  has  indicated  that  the  city  is  the  prime 
beneficiary  of  the  development  surge  in  this  area  and  would  bear  responsibility  for 
managing  the  traffic.      Your  office  would  be  performing  a  vital  public  service  were 
it   to  take  the  lead  in  recommending  such  an  effort. 

1  am   curious  about  how  sensitive  the  traffic  studies  which  have  been  done  are  to 
the  increase  in  air  pollution  due  to  the  large  queuing  and  "parked  in  progress" 
time  that  will  be  experienced  during  peaks  and  certainly  during  any  irregularities 
in  departure  corridors.     Roadways  which  relieve  this  area  have  their  own  rather 
serious  problems  and  will  without  a  doubt  cause  major  backups  into  the  system 
study. 

With  regard  to  traffic  in  general  1  am  sorry  that  our  work  on  public  water  transportation 
is  not   further  along.     This  service  may  prove  to  be  the  measure  which  allows  full 
development  of  this  penninsula. 

1  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  EIR   for  Commonwealth 
Pier  and  am  as  always  available  at  your  convenience  for  further  consultation. 

Sincerely, 

Till'  BOSTON    HARBOR    ASSOCIATKS 


cc:      Alice  Jelin,  Boscom   Associates 
David  Davis,   Massport 
Ann  Hershfang,  THBA  Board  of  Directors 


COMMENTS  RECEIVED  FROM:      Thomas  Ennen 

Executive  Director 


The  Boston  Harbor  Associates 


ISSUES  AND  RESPONSE  Public  Access 


Responding  to  this  and  several  other  comments  on  the 
Draft  EIR,  as  well  as  the  Secretary's  Certificate, 
Massport  has  further  developed  and  committed  itself  to 
plans  for  public  access.   These  plans  are  discussed  in 
the  Public  Access  chapter  of  the  Final  EIR  (pages  133  to 
140)  . 

Sewerage 

Massport  has  worked  closely  with  the  Boston  Water  and 
Sewer  Commission  to  plan  for  and  build  utilities  in 
this  area  which  will  benefit  not  only  Commonwealth 
Pier,  but  the  developments  in  other  parts  of  the  South 
Boston  peninsula  as  well.   Massport  and  BOSCOM  will 
also  work  with  the  Division  of  Water  Pollution  Control 
to  provide  any  required  materials  for  approval  of  a 
Sewer  Connection  Permit. 

Traffic 

Massport  has  completed  a  full  and  detailed  traffic 
analysis  for  the  EIR  and  has  committed  itself  to  a 
number  of  mitigation  measures.  This  traffic  data, 
including  a  detailed  traffic  appendix,  is  now  in  the 
public  record  and  available  to  any  group  which  may 
initiate  future  traffic  studies  for  the  area. 

Air  Quality  Analysis 

The  Final  EIR  includes  a  new  and  more  detailed  air 
quality  analysis  performed  using  the  EPA  Volume  9 
guidelines.   This  methodology  does  account  for  qrowinq 
and  special  congestion  at  peak  periods  as  well  as  a 
broad  range  of  traffic  conditions. 

Water  Transportation 

Future  plans  for  water  transportation  in  the  Boston 
Harbor  are  of  particular  interest  to  Massport  and 
BOSCOM  developers.   Plans  for  maritime  uses  at  the  Pier 
call  for  available  docking  space  and  support  terminal 
office  space  for  a  potential  future  water  taxi  system. 
Massport  looks  forward  to  completion  of  TBHA  work  on 
such  transportation. 

191     Comments 
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COUNSELLORS  AT   LAW 
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August  9,  ]982 


MEPA  Unit 
Executive  Office  of 

Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 

Re :   EOEA  No.  4133  -  Commonwealth  Pier  5 

Gentlemen : 

Reference  is  made  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
prepared  for  Comnionwealth  Pier  5  Redevelopment  (EOEA  No.  4133). 

This  office  represents  HBC  Associates,  the  developer  of  Piers 
1,  2  and  3  on  Northern  Avenue  and,  although  we  do  not  represent 
them,  we  have  also  been  authorized  to  submit  this  letter  on  behalf 
of  Anthony  Athanas  and  other  members  of  the  Athanas  family  as  the 
owners  of  Piers  1  through  4  on  Northern  Avenue. 

Our  review  of  the  Commonwealth  Pier  5  Draft  EIR  and  other 
public  documents  at  Massport  indicates  that  the  BOSCOM  proposal  is 
the  alternative  which  the  proponent  is  likely  to  implement.   In 
comparison  to  the  ENF,  the  BOSCOM  plan  shows  major  changes  from 
the  Preliminary  Development  Concept  upon  which  the  scope 
memorandum  was  based.   The  most  significant  change  in  the  project 
advocated  by  BOSCOM  is  the  introduction  of  a  major  hotel.   The 
Preliminary  Development  concept  proposes  that  80,000  square  feet 
of  space  be  devoted  to  an  accessory  hotel  of  100  rooms  which  would 
function  as  an  accessory  use  to  the  exhibition  and  office  space. 
The  BOSCOM  proposal  now  specifies  316,000  square  feet  of  hotel 
space  devoted  to  500  rooms.   By  way  of  comparison,  this  exceeds 
the  size  of  the  new  Marriott  Hotel  on  Long  V7harf  by  almost  25%. 
In  addition,  the  proposed  restaurant  facilities  are  two  and  one- 
half  times  as  large  as  the  restaurant  on  Pier  Four. 

As  you  are  aware,  HBC  is  currently  in  the  process  of 

preparing  an  extremely  extensive  environmental  impact  report  on 

its  proposed  mixed  use  development  of  Piers  1,  2  and  3.   Included 

in  that  project  is  a  proposed  major  hotel  with  accessory 
conference  facilities  and  enclosed  parking. 
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The  development  of  the  BOSCOM  hotel  was  not  given  the  same 
kind  of  thorough  analysis  as  is  being  required  of  the  hotel  for 
Piers  1,  2  and  3  in  the  scoping  memorandum,  for  that  development. 
For  instance,  there  is  no  discussion  of  visual  impacts,  wind 
tunnel  studies,  construction  noise,  dredging  and  filling  and  other 
factors. 

The  Draft  EIR  also  reveals  that  the  hotel  will  be  served  by  a 
700  car  parking  area  across  Northern  Avenue.   Our  estimate  is  that 
this  could  result  in  an  increase  of  the  area  to  be  studied  by  50 
percent  of  the  size  of  Commonwealth  Pier  itself.   Yet  there  is  no 
discussion  of  any  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  such  an 
expansion  of  the  project  such  as  visual  impacts,  pedestrian  safety 
or  vehicular  or  pedestrian  circulation. 

It  would  thus  appear  that  the  scope  of  the  environmental 
review  should  be  reassessed  in  terms  of  the  BOSCOM  proposal.   In 
fact,  because  Comnionwealth  Pier  5  is  owned  by  Massport,  there  will 
be  significant  economic  impacts,  many  of  which  will  be  competitive 
with  many  existing  and  new  hotels  under  consideration  or  under 
construction  in  the  City  of  Boston.   For  instance,  the  proposed 
hotel  on  Commonwealth  Pier  5  would  enjoy  the  benefit  of  some  of 
its  parking  facilities  being  owned  by  an  agency  of  the 
Commonwealth,  and  tax  exempt  financing  m.ay  be  available  through 
Massport.   These  and  other  factors  contained  in  the  public 
documents  at  Massport  should  be  set  forth  and  be  available  for 
public  discussion  as  they  are  likely  to  enlarge  the  scope  of  the 
environmental  report.   By  way  of  example,  the  agreement  between 
Massport  and  FMR  Properties  indicates  that  a  variety  of  proposals 
may  be  presented  to  Massport  and  implemented  by  the  developer. 
Thus  the  EIR  perhaps  should  discuss  environmental  impacts  in  terms 
of  guidelines  and  parameters  as  future  proposals  may  have  a  marked 
impact  on  growth  and  community  housing,  neither  of  which  were 
identified  as  having  a  potential  impact  in  the  ENF. 

The  hotel  and  ancillary  uses  change  the  fundamentally  sound 
aspects  of  the  BOSCOM  proposal  and  call  into  question  the  long 
range  master  planning  for  the  South  Boston  waterfront  which  has 
been  proceeding  over  the  last  several  years  with  participation  by 
all  of  the  major  land  owners  in  the  Ft.  Point  Channel  -  Northern 
Avenue  area  under  the  leadership  of  the  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority.   The  goals  of  this  planning  effort  have  been  to  create 
harmonious  and  integrated  uses  and  designs  for  this  portion  of  the 
City. 
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The'scope  of  the  envi ronmental  review  is  particularly 
important  for  this  project  as  Massport  property  is  exempt  from  the 
constraints  of  the  Boston  Zoning  Code  and  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority  design  review.   Thus  the  EIR  constitutes  the  sole 
opportunity  for  input  from  the  public  and  public  agencies  with 
respect  to  proposed  land  uses  and  planning. 

We  wish  to  emphasize  that  the  comments  expressed  in  this 
letter  should  not  be  construed  as  opposition  to  the  Pier  5 
redevelopment.   The  Athanas  family  and  HBC  Associates  are  in  favor 
of  the  trademart  aspects  of  the  BOSCOM  proposal  and  feel  it  is  in 
the  public  interest  and  consistent  with  Massport's  charter. 
However,  the  related  hotel  use  may  be  environmentally  unsound  and 
in  our  client's  view  is  not  consistent  with  Massport's  purposes 
and  should  be  studied  in  detail  as  part  of  the  environmental 
review. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  to  present  these 
comments  on  behalf  of  our  client. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Robert  Tuchmann 

RT:lh 

cc :  John  D.  Hamilton,  Jr.,  Esq. 
Mr.  Richard  L.  Friedman 
Ms.  Carmine  Cerone 
Mr.  Anthony  Athanas 
John  Pike,  Esq. 
Mr.  Thomas  Horan 


COMMENTS  RECEIVED  FROM: 


Robert  Tuchmann 

Hale  &  Dorr 

Representing:   HBC  Associates,  and  on  behalf  of  Anthony 

Athanas  and  other  members  of  the  Athanas  family 


ISSUES  AND  RESPONSE 


The  Certificate  on  the  Draft  EIR  issued  by  the 
Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  reflects  a  number  of 
the  comments  presented  in  this  letter.   Consequently, 
the  "Description  of  Alternatives"  Chapter  (pages  33  to 
52)  has  been  substantially  rewritten  and  new  graphic 
materials  added  in  order  to  fully  respond  to  the  issues 
raised.   A  full  discussion  of  the  operations  of  BOSCOM 
is  included  there  along  with  a  demonstration  of  the 
integral  nature  of  hotel  and  restaurant  facilities. 
Specific  response  to  other  issues  raised  in  the  HBC 
Properties  letter  is  provided  here. 


Relationship  to  ENF 

As  noted  in  the  Draft  EIR,  Page  24,  Massport  filed  the 
Environmental  Notification  Form  in  May  1981.   The  ENF 
was  filed  early  in  the  redevelopment  process  as 
recommended  in  the  MEPA  Regulations  section  10.04(7) 
and  pursuant  to  accepted  national  standard  for 
appropriate  timing  of  environmental  review. 

The  ENF  described  a  hypothetical  high  intensity 
mixed-use  program  for  the  Pier  based  on  Massport 's 
feasibility  studies.   This  hypothetical  program  has 
been  carried  through  the  analysis  and  is  discussed  as 
the  Preliminary  Development  Concept,  Alternative  2  of 
the  EIR.   It  was  felt  that  initiating  environmental 
studies  of  this  option,  with  an  intensive  peak  hour 
office  use,  would  at  least  represent  a  statement  of 
worst  case  conditions  in  many  impact  categories.   It  is 
clear  from  the  statements  in  the  ENF  that  a  developer 
was  yet  to  be  chosen,  so  that  analysis  work  would  focus 
on  the  Preliminary  Development  Concept  until  the 
developer  was  chosen,  and  then  would  expand  to  cover 
the  specific  chosen  development  option  as  well. 

In  January,  1982,  Massport  selected  FMR  Properties, 
Inc.,  developers  of  BOSCOM,  as  developer  for 
Commonwealth  Pier  after  an  extensive  international 
competition.   On  February  8,  1982,  the  proponent's 
environmental  team  met  with  MEPA  staff  to  review  the 
specific  components  of  the  BOSCOM  alternative,  to  agree 
on  alternatives  for  analysis  in  the  Draft  EIR  and  to 
discuss  base  case  development  assumptions  for  the 
surrounding  area  in  South  Boston. 
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Comments 


Comparison  to  Piers  1,  2,  3  Environmental  Analysis 

In  contrast  to  the  Piers  1,  2,  3  development  proposal, 
BOSCOM  is  primarily  a  rehabilitation  and  expansion  of 
an  existing  structure  which  presently  covers  90%  of  its 
site. 

The  EIR  prepared  by  Massport  fully  responds  to  the 
scope  required  by  MEPA  in  its  memorandum  of  June  22, 
1981.   Although  a  visual  impact  analysis  was  not 
specifically  required,  the  chapter  on  "Description  of 
Alternatives"  includes  a  full  presentation  of  designs 
for  BOSCOM  (expanded  for  the  Final  EIR),  including 
views  of  the  new  hotel  structure.   In  addition,  the 
chapter  on  historic  impacts  deals  with  visual  issues  in 
relation  to  the  historic  character  of  the  Headhouse  and 
sheds.  Wind  tunnel  studies  were  not  required  by  MEPA. 
The  hotel  structure  rises  only  eight  stories  above  the 
existing  sheds  and  no  major  new  open  space  areas  are 
proposed.   Construction  effects  are  discussed  in  the 
EIR  as  required  by  the  MEPA  scope,  and  in  the  area  of 
noise  impact,  new  construction  activities  which  replace 
the  central  shed  will  be  shielded  by  the  existing  east 
and  west  shed  structures.   As  stated  in  the  ENF,  and  as 
shown  in  the  BOSCOM  designs,  no  dredging  or  filling  are 
required  for  this  redevelopment  project.   Economic 
impact  analysis  of  the  Commonwealth  Pier  Redevelopment 
or  the  project  proposed,  as  with  the  scope  for  Piers  1, 
2,  and  3,  is  outside  the  scope  of  the  MEPA  process. 

Activities  on  Commonwealth  Flats 

There  are  no  plans  to  build  new  parking  areas  on 
Commonwealth  Flats  to  serve  BOSCOM.   The  700  spaces 
referred  to  in  the  Draft  EIR  are  existing  spaces  in  a 
currently  operated  lot.   Therefore,  this  does  not 
constitute  an  expansion  of  the  project  and  will  have  no 
visual  effect.  Consideration  of  pedestrian  safety  and 
pedestrian  vehicular  circulation  assumed  the  continued 
existence  and  use  of  these  spaces.   Any  new  proposals 
for  other  uses  on  Commonwealth  Flats  would  be  subject 
to  the  full  environmental  review  procedures. 
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Use  of  the  EIR  as  Guidelines  and  Parameters  for 
Development 

Any  future  proposals  made  by  the  Developer  to  Massport 
for  Commonwealth  Pier  will  be  subject  to  the 
commitments  made  in  all  impact  categories  of  the  Final 
EIR.   In  this  way,  commitments  in  areas  such  as  public 
access  and  maritime  use  will  serve  as  parameters  for 
any  further  design  development  on  the  site.   In 
accordance  with  MEPA  regulations  (Section  10.16  Project 
Changes) ,  project  changes  would  be  subject  to  a  review 
of  their  environmental  effects  by  the  Secretary  of 
Environmental  Affairs  under  MEPA. 

Coordination  with  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  and 
Plans  for  the  Area 

From  the  inception  of  the  efforts  to  redevelop 
Commonwealth  Pier  and  regularly  during  the 
environmental  analysis  effort,  Massport  has  maintained 
contact  with  planners  at  the  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority  as  well  as  other  city  agencies,  including  the 
Water  and  Sewer  Commission,  Conservation  Commision  and 
Landmarks  Commission.   BRA  staff  were  consulted  on  all 
assumptions  about  future  development  scenarios  for  the 
area,  and  were  provided  with  a  description  of  the 
BOSCOM  use  program.   Trade  mart,  exhibition,  hotel  and 
restaurant  uses  have  been  integral  to  the  plan  since 
its  inception.   Neither  the  developer  or  Massport  has 
had  any  indication  from  the  appropriate  planning 
authorities  that  BOSCOM  was  in  any  way  incompatible 
with  long-range  plans  for  the  South  Boston  waterfront. 

Public  Review 

Review  of  Commonwealth  Pier  proposals  by  the  public  and 
private  agencies  has  been  extensive  during  the 
environmental  review  and  will  continue  through  the 
permitting  process.   This  process  will  involve  the 
Boston  Conservation  Commission,  Boston  Water  and  Sewer 
Commission,  the  Metropolitan  District  Commission,  DEOF 
Waterways,  DEQE  Air  Quality,  DEQE  Water  Pollution 
Control,  and  the  Office  of  Coastal  Zone  Management, 
among  others.   A  building  permit  will  be  secured  from 
the  appropriate  agencies.   In  addition,  the  application 
for  a  certified  rehabilitation  which  will  involve  the 
Massachusetts  Historical  Commission  and  Boston 
Landmarks  Commission,  as  well  as  the  federal  Office  of 
Cultural  Programs  in  the  National  Park  Service,  which 
provides  such  certification  after  detailed  review. 
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DISTRIBUTION  OF  THE  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  was  distributed 

DRAFT  EIR  to  the  following  Federal,  state  and  city  agencies, 

civic  organizations  and  elected  representatives  of  the 
South  Boston  community.   This  list  includes  those 
entities  that  MEPA  regulations  require  be  part  of  the 
legal  review  of  this  document,  as  well  as  others  who 
have  commented  on  the  project  since  the  initial  filing 
of  the  Environmental  Impact  Form  in  June  1981, 

Distribution  of  the  Draft  EIR  will  include: 

State  Agencies 

Secretary  John  A.  Bewick 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Leverett  Saltonstall  Building  -  20th  Floor 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA   02202 

Attn:   MEPA  Unit 

Secretary  James  Carlin 

Executive  Office  of  Transportation  and  Construction 

One  Ashburton  Place,  Room  1610 

Boston,  MA   02108 

Honorable  Francis  X.  Bellotti 
Attorney  General 
One  Ashburton  Place 
Boston,  MA   02108 

Secretary  Byron  Matthews 

Executive  Office  of  Communities  and  Development 

100  Cambridge  Street,  14th  Floor 

Boston,  MA   02202 

State  Clearinghouse 
One  Ashburton  Place 
Boston,  MA   02108 

Mr.  Richard  Delaney 

Ms.  Marjorie  O'Malley 

Office  of  Coastal  Zone  Management 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA   02202 

Mr.  Harry  Dodson,  Office  of  Planning 
Department  of  Environmental  Management 
100  Cambridge  Street,  Room  1903 
Boston,  MA   02202 
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Department  of  Environmental  Quality  Engineering 
One  Winter  Street 
Boston,  MA   02108 

Mr.  John  Hannon,  Chief  Engineer 

Division  of  Waterways 

Department  of  Environmental  Quality  Engineering 

One  Winter  Street 

Boston,  MA   02108 

Mr.  Thomas  McMahon,  Director 

Mr.  Richard  Tomczyk 

Division  of  Water  Pollution  Control 

Department  of  Environmental  Quality  Engineering 

One  Winter  Street 

Boston,  MA   02108 

Mr.  Kenneth  Hagg,  Director 

Ms.  Heidi  O'Brien 

Department  of  Environmental  Quality  Engineering 

Division  of  Air  Quality  Control 

One  Winter  Street 

Boston,  MA   02108 

Mr.  William  St.  Hillaire 

Department  of  Environmental  Quality  Engineering 

Northeast  Regional  Office 

Tewksbury  Hospital 

Tewksbury,  MA  01876 

Ms.  Patricia  Weslowski,  Executive  Director 

Mr,  Joseph  Orfant,  Review  Director 

Ms.  Valerie  Talmadge,  State  Archaeologist 

Mass.  Historical  Commission 

294  Washington  Street 

Boston,  MA   02108 

Mr.  Robert  Horigan 

Mass.  Department  of  Public  Works 

Environmental  Section 

100  Nashua  Street 

Boston,  MA   02114 

Mr.  Jonathan  Truslow,  Executive  Director 
Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council 
110  Tremont  Street 
Boston,  MA   02108 


Mr.  Richard  A.  Nylen,  Commissioner 

Ms.  Julia  O'Brien 

Metropolitan  District  Commission 

20  Somerset  Street 

Boston,  MA   02018 

Attn:   Environmental  Planning  Office 

Federal  Agencies 

Mr.  Robert  DeSista 

Regulatory  Branch 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

424  Trapelo  Road 

Waltham,  MA   02254 

Captain  Stephen  J.  Masse,  Officer  in  Charge 

Marine  Inspection 

United  States  Coast  Guard 

447  Commercial  Street 

Boston,  MA   02109 

City  Agencies 

Honorable  Kevin  White,  Mayor 
1  City  Hall  Plaza 
Boston,  MA   02201 

Ms.  Lorraine  Downey 

Boston  Conservation  Commission 

One  City  Hall  Plaza 

Boston,  MA   02201 

Mr.  Robert  Ryan,  Executive  Director 

Mr.  Alfred  Howard 

Mr.  Richard  Mertens 

Ms.  Linda  Bourque 

Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

One  City  Hall  Plaza 

Boston,  MA   02201 

James  L.  Sullivan,  President 
Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce 
125  High  Street 
Boston,  MA   02110 

South  Boston  Public  Library 
646  E.  Broadway 
South  Boston,  MA   02127 
Attn:   Branch  Librarian 


Commissioner  Joseph  Casazza 

City  of  Boston  Public  Works  Department 

1  City  Hall  Plaza 

Boston,  MA   02201 

Community  Organizations 

Mr.  James  Sullivan,  Executive  Director 
South  Boston  CDC 
660  Summer  Street 
South  Boston,  MA   02210 

Mr,  Thomas  Butler 

South  Boston  Citizen's   Association, 

P.O.    Box   74 

South  Boston,  MA   0212  7 

Mr.  Thomas  Burke 

South  Boston  Residents  Group 

493  E.  Broadway 

South  Boston,  MA   0212  7 

Mr.  Thomas  Ennen,  Executive  Director 
The  Boston  Harbor  Associates 
P.O.  Box  9042 
Boston,  MA 

Elected  Officials 

Honorable  John  J.  Moakley 
Room  1900-C 
JFK  Federal  Building 
Boston,  MA   02203 

Honorable  William  Bulger 
Massachusetts  State  Senate 
Massachusetts  State  House 
Boston,  MA   0213  3 

Honorable  Michael  Flaherty 
Massachusetts  House  of  Representatives 
Massachusetts  State  House 
Boston,  MA   02133 

Mr.  Raymond  Flynn 
Boston  City  Council 
1  City  Hall  Plaza 
Boston,  MA   02210 


VII  MEPA  Forms 
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APPENDIX  A 

COMMONWEALTH  OF  MASSACHUSETTS 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 


ENVIROiNMENTAL     NOTIFICATION     FORM 


SUMMARY 

A.    Projecl  Identification 

1.   Projer.  Namg    COMMONWEALTH    PIER   FIVE 
MIXED    USE    DEX-ELOPNENT 


2.  Prtjjec:  Propongnf     Massachusetts   Port  Authority 
Ada  Pes'  ^^  "^°"  street 


Do 


HOC    vrita    i: 

this    spaca 


Boston,    Massachusetts      02110 


B.    Projecl  Descnption:  iChy/ToMinti)       Boston 


1.  Location  wthjn  dfy/town  or  street  aaerm     164   Northern  Avenue,    Boston,    Mass. 


2.  Est.  Commencement  Dai^     1982/1983 


.Est.  Completion  Datg-        1934/1935 


Approx.  Cost  i   100,000,000. 


Current  Status  o(  Project  Design: 


_5 %  Csmpic. 


C    Narrative  Summapy  of  ProjecJ 

Describe  project  and  give  a  description  of  the  general  project  boundaries  and  the  present  use  of  the  projct 
area.  i\!  necessary,  use  back  o(  this  page  to  complete  summary). 

Commonwealth  Pier  is  located  on  the  Boston  Harbor  at  Commonwealth 
Flats.    It  sits  on  land  filled  in  1907  emd  fully  developed  with  a  Pier 
structure  of  approximately  ten  acres. 

Commonwealth  Pier  was  completed  in  1912  and  consists  of  three  two-story 
parallel  shed  structures,  joined  together,  1,060  feet  long  and  380  feet  wide, 
and  a  four-story  headhouse.   The  headhouse  faces  Northern  Avenue  emd  has 
access  both  from  Northern  Avenue  and  at  the  second  level  from  the  Viaduct 
which  connects  to  Summer  Street.   Presently  the  structure  contains  850,000 
square  feet  which  is  largely  vacant  with  the  exception  of  limited  warehousing, 
office,  exhibition  and  intermittent  cruise  ship  docking  uses. 

With  development  of  the  Pier  for  a  mixture  of  new  uses  500,000  to  650,000 
square  feet  could  be  added  within  the  existing  shed  structure  creating  three 
or  four  levels  throughout. 

Anticipated  new  uses  include:   Exhibition  (possible  trade  mart  and  display 
facilities).  Conference  Facility,  Of f ice, Hotel ,  Restaurants,  a  Cruise  Ship 
Terminal  and  Parking. 

Massport  is  currently  requesting  letters  of  interest  from  potential 
developers  who  will  propose  on  the  rehabilitation  of  Commonwealth  Pier. 
Consequently,  the  precise  mix  of  uses  has  not  yet  been  established. 

The  Massachusetts  Port  Authority  will  retain  ownership  of  the  Pier 
auid  will  provide  a  long  term  lease  to  a  private  developer  who  will 
redevelop  the  Pier  under  a  detailed  agreement  with  the  Authority. 
(see  next  page) 
Copies  ol  iliij  rn.ny  be  obf.Tined  from: 

Namet   Thomas  Galvin F-rm.  Acrncv- 

,\diitnt:   9'^  High  Street,  Boston,  MA   02110     ='-cnf  No. 


Massachusetts  Port  Author ij 

4af-:93r. 
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I*.  2 


n^o  ii..si' 


C..i.>|)ii.-i> 


For  purposes  of  "-r.e   enviro; 
program  for  reuse  of  -r.e  Pier  h- 

square  footages  incl-ce: 


""ntal  review  a  high  intensity  mixed  use 
■<  been  assumed.   The  uses  and  approximate 


Lsplay  facilities 


o  Exhibition  -  traze  mart. 

o  Conference  Facility 

o  Office 

o  Hotel  (100  roor^) 

o  Restaurant 

o  Cruise  Facility  (continu )/,.,  cruise  ships 
and  ferry  doc>:ings) 

o  Parking  (1000  spaces) 


340,000  sq. 

30,000 
340,000 

80,000 

20,000 

20,000 
510,000 


1,340,000  sq.  ft. 


This  project  is  one  which  is  categorically  included  and  therefore 
.   automatically  requires  pr«paracion  of  an  Environmental  Impact 

Reoort     :  ^^IS ^  '10  X 

D.    ScniJiny  iCunipleic  Sections  i»  -j'C  •.!  iirst.  Ij<>/,jfg  coniinciing  tliis  section.) 

1.  Check  iliosc  areas  u/hicli  would  be  inipon^n,  to  examifKi  in  the  event  that  an  EIR  is  required  for  this  project. 
Tliis  informntion  is  impur'<'>"t  so  that  ti'iMificani  areas  of  concern  can  be  identified  as  early  as  possible,  in 
order  lo  cxpediic  uiiaiyiis  and  review. 

Construc- 
tion 
Impacts 


Open  Space  i  Recreation 

I  liiinriciil 

Arcii.;i.'ijloMic.il 

Fi-iliiTics  i  U'ilJIii'e 

Vc^uiaiiuii.Tri-vs 

OtI-.LT  n;olu.jiciil  Systems 

InlrtnijaVil.iiids 

Ci).i!.i..l  VVcil.indsorCc.itiies    .  •  •  • 

Fl.iodI!,u.mi  Afcus 

Cictim-ais.  H372rd(ius  Sniisianccs. 

1  li'jh  Kisii  Opcf  Jiiuiis 

C-oloijic;illv  l.'iiiidljlc  Ari'.is 

A';riniluiral  Land 

CihcrlSpcc'.fy) 


fnng 
T.rm 

"'pacts 

^.                Minnrnl  RcjoVCf? 

Construe- 

tion 
Impacts 

Long 

Term 

Impacts 

X 

—            ^'-'otcr  Siii'plv  1^'  Us* ,  .  ,     r 

—             '^•r  I'ulluiinn 

X 

X 

Mo-*" 

X 

X 

_Tr:,fn,. 

X 

X 

SwiidVV.isie 

X 

'\.sH-\i.fir5 

X 

and  li.e  I3..ii 

t 

2.  L;.i  ihualiLTn.iiivcb  uliicli  yotn 


itoiiti.|,_.r  to  be  feasible  in  ihc  event  .in  EIR  i»  required. 


Reasonable  alternatives   fi,r   review  u'ould  include  modifications  to  the  mix  of 
uses  with  perhaps  a  larger  hod-i   and  a  reduction  in  office  and  exhibition  uses. 


Location  of 
Commonwealth  Pier 
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E.    Has  ihisprojea  been  filed  M/iih  ECE.A  before?     Yrs No     X 

!fY*j.£CE.ANo ECE-AAaion? 


F.     Doei  this  project  fall  under  the  jurisdiction  of  NE?A?     Yea No. 


If  Yes.  u/hich  Federal  Agenc,? NE?A  Status?  . 


G.    List  ihc  Stale  or  Federal  agencies  from  which  permits  will  be  soughn 

Agency  Name  Type  of  Permit 

•  U.S.    Corps  of  Engineers  Permit  for  rehabilitation  work  within 

navigable  waterways 

Massachusetts  Division  of  Sewer  Expansion  Permit 

Water   Pollution  Control 

Mass.  Division  of  Water  Ways  Waterways  License  (status  request) 

H.    WH!  an  Order  of  Conditions  be  re;;'.;ired  under  the  provisions  of  the  Wetlands  Protection  Act  (Chap.  131.  Section  40)? 
V^       X  No 

CZ;Z   -ila   Mo.,    if   a=pli=3bl-: 

I.      Lsx  the  agene.es  from  wh»c.T  the  proponent  wui  4«ex  Snancial  assistance  for  this  project: 

Agenc/Name  Funding  Amount 


[L      PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

A.  Include  an  original  3V:.xll  inch  or  larger  section  of  the  most  recent  U.S. G.S.  1:24.000  scale  topographic  map 
with  the  project  area  location  and  boundaries  dearly  shown.  Include  multiple  maps  if  necessary  for  large  proj- 
ects. Induce  other  mans,  diagrams  or  aerial  photos  if  the  project  cannot  be  dearly  shown  at  U.S-G.S.  scaie.  If 
available,  attach  a  plan  sketch  of  the  proposed  project. 

B.  Slate  total  area  of  project: IQ  acre? 

Eatimate  the  number  of  acres  (to  the  nearest  1/10  acre)  directly  affected  that  are  currentlyt 

1.  DeN-eloped    10    acres  4.  Floodpiain    acres 

2.  Open  Space.'Woodlancs/Recreation   ___  acres  5.  Coastal  Area    acres 

3.  Wetlands .^_  acres  6.   Productive  Resources 

Agriculture .^_  acres 

Forestry    acrus 

Mineral  Products    ___  acres 

C-    Provide  the  following  dimensions,  if  applicable: 

Length  a^WKK*:    1.060  ft.  longNumber  of  Housing  Units  _0 Number  of  Stories  _2 

380  ft  wide  Existing        _     Immediate  tnc-ease  Due  to  ?-=;er. 

Number  of  Parking  Spaces ±l222  ^22. 

Vchide  Trips  to  Project  Site     .  P^^  -average,  djiy. ^'500  .  l,gg? 

£s=l3a:ed    Vehicle    Tri?^    Base    project    sice       17,100  apt  1,000 

D.    If  :he  proposed  project  anil  require  any  permit  for  access  to  local  or  state  highways,  please  attach  a  j~cc-. 
fhowing  the  location  of  the  proposed  driveu-ay($)  in  relation  to  the  highway  and  to  :he  general  developrntnt  -mn: 
identifying  ail  local  and  state  highuays  abutting  the  development         :  and  inctcating  ;he  numoer  of  lane?,  pave- 
ment width,  median  iirios  *nd  adjacent  drive^jways  on  each  abur-no  highwau.     I'.z     Lnd.iz'i'        "     '-'  ' 
c;_  :_.;_.  .:::--  210  "  "     "     "  "  32 
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IL     ASSESSMENT  OF  POTENTIAL  ADVERSE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

Instruaiana:  Consider  direct  and  indirect  adverse  impacts,  including  those  arising  from  general  construction  and 
operations.  For  every  answer  explain  why  significant  adverse  impact  is  considered  likely  or  unlikely  to  result. 

Also.  Slate  the  source  of  information  or  other  basis  for  the  answers  supplied.  If  ihe  source  of  the  information. 
in  part  or  in  fulL  is  not  listed  in  the  ENF.  the  preparing  officer  will  be  assumed  to  be  the  source  of  the  information. 
Such  environmental  information  should  be  acquired  at  least  in  part  by  Held  inspection. 

A.    Open  Space  and  Recreation 

1.  Might  the  project  affect  the  condition,  use  or  access  to  any  open  space  and/or  recreation  area? 
Yes No  JS 

Explanation  and  Source: 

There  is  no  recreational  use  on  the  site  of  the  Pier  or  surrounding  properties.   *' 

Pxiblic  use  or  access  to  Coiranonwealth  Pier  is  currently  limited  to  attendees  at 
exhibitions  or  passengers  of  cruise  ships  aod  their  friends  and  family.      Similar 
uses   are  anticipated   to  continue  with  Pier  development. 


Historic  Resources 

1.  Might  any  site  or  structure  of  historic  significance  be  affected  by  the  project?     Yes      ^  No 

Explanation  and  Source:  > 

The  Pier  was  voluntarily  placed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
by  Massport  in  1979.      Since  that  time,   review  sessions  have  been  held  with 
the  Massachusetts  Historical  Commission  to  keep  them  advised  of  reuse  plems. 
In  addition,   Massport  has  met  with  the  Federal  Heritage  Conservation  and 
Recreation  Service  office  in  Philadelphia  to  review  design  concepts  and  plans. 

2.  Might  any  archaeological  site  be  affected  by  the  project?     Vm*  Na      X 
Explanation  and  Source: 

Extensive  sxJDsurface  and  underwater  investigations  conducted  recently 
(December-January  1980-1981;  by  Hayden,  Harding  &  Buchanan,  Inc.)  have 
not  revealed  any  material  of  archaeological  interest. 


C    Ecological  ETects 

1.  Might  the  project  significantly  affect  fisheries  or  wildlife,  especially  any  rare  or  endangered  species? 
Yes No_X 

Explanation  and  Source: 

The  Pier  is  located  within  a  developed  urbem  coimnercial/industrial  Port  area 
with  no  remaining  vegetation.      No  construction  in  the  water  is  anticipated. 
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2.  Might  tht  pro)ec:  sigmncantly  aiTect  vegetation.  espetnaUy  any  rare  or  endangered  sp«c:e5  of  plant; 

Yea No_x 

(Estimate  approximate  number  of  mature  treea  to  be  removed; .) 

£:p/anarion  end  Source 
see   explanation   at   C.l. 


3-  Might  the  projed  alter  or  afiec:  flood  hazard  areas,  inland  or  coastal  wetiandj  (e.g.,  estuaries,  marshes,  sand 
dunes  and  beaches,  ponds,  streams,  rivers,  fish  runs,  or  sheilHsh  beds)?     Yes No     ^ 

Esplanction  end  Source:  "j 

see  explanation  at  C.l.  ..-..,■     •■"• 


4.  Might  the  project  afTect  shoreline  erosion  or  accerion  at  the  project  site,  downstream  or  in  nearby  cpastaj 
areas?     Yes No     X 

£sp/cnaiion  and  Source: 
see  explanation  at  C.l. 

The  existing  quay  wall  is  in  good  condition. 

(source:   Hayden,  Harding  &  Buchanan,  Inc.,  1981  Report) 


3.  Might  the  project  involve  other  geoiooically  unstable  areas?     Yea  No       X 

£rp/anax:on  and  Source: 

The  Pier   sits  on   filled   land,    completed  in   1907,   and  is   isolated   from  stirrounding 
developed  areas. 


D.    Hazardous  Substances 

1.   Might  the  project  involve  the  use.  ffansponaiion.  storage,  release,  or  disposal  of  poieniiaily  ha;rvrc-'<is 
substances? 

Yes No_2 

Explanation  and  Source: 

The  project  is  anticipated  to  be  a  commercial  mixed  use  development  in  which 
potentially  hazardous  tnaterials  will  not  be  used  other  than  nor7Ti2fl  storage  of 
gasoline  in  parked  automobiles,  as  is  presently  the  case. 
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E.    Resource  Conservation  and  Use 

1.  Might  the  project  affect  or  eliminate  land  suitable  for  agricultural  or  forestry  oroduction' 

Yes No_2J yn  . 

(Describe  any  present  agricultural  land  use  and  farm  units  affeaed.) 

Explanation  and  Source: 

see  explanation  at  C.l.  . 


2.  Might  the  project  directly  affect  the  potential  use  or  extraction  of  mineral  or  energy  resources  (e  q    oil  — al 
sand  igraveL  ores)?     Yes No      X 

£sp/onafion  and  Sourcs: 

see  explanation  at  C.l. 


3.  Might  the  operation  of  the  project  result  in  any  increased  consumption  of  energy?     Yes  _2L—     No 

Exp^onafjon  and  Source 

(If  applicable,  describe  plans  for  conserving  energy  resources.) 

An  attempt  will  be  made  to  recover  heat  generated  by  lights,  people  emd  solar 
and  to  transfer  that  heat  to  portions  of  the  development  requiring  heat.  A 
full,  new  insulated  roof  will  be  provided,  and  construction  will  meet  all 
codes  including  the  Massachusetts  Energy  Code  requirements. 


F.     Water  Quality  and  Quantity 

1.   Might  the  project  result  in  signincsnt  changes  in  drainage  patterns?     Yes No       X 

Explanation  and  Source: 

The   site   is   fully  developed  and  non-permeable.      No  changes   in  the   flow  of 
drainage   into  the   stormwater   system  are  anticipated. 

(source:      Consentini  Associates,    1981  Reuse  Analysis) 


2.  Might  the  project  result  in  the  introduction  of  pollutants  into  any  of  t-Se  following: 

(a)  Marine  Waters   Ves No  '    X 

(b)  Surface  Fresh  Water  Body Yes No L 

(c)  Ground  Waier : ' Yes No X_ 

Er.zlain  'ypes  and  quantities  of  pollutants. 

Wastewater  from  the  deveiopment  will  be  discharged  through  public  sewer 
treatment  facilities. 
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3.  Will  the  proiec.  generate  sanitary  Jtwage?     Yea  __J1__     .No 

If  Yes,  Quantity:    130,000         gallons  pa  day 

Disposal  by:   (a)    Onsite  septic  systems Yes 

(b)    Public  srM/erage  systems Yes 


X 


(c)    Other  means  (describe). 


(source:      Cosentini  Associates,  1981   Reuse   Analysis) 

4.  Might  the  project  reauit  in  an  increase  in  paved  or  impervious  surface  over  an  aquifer  recognized  as  an  impc 
tant  present  or  future  source  of  water  supply?     Yes No       X 

.  E::planation  and  Source: 

The  site  is  100%  impervious  surface  at  present. 


5.  Is  the  project  in  the  watershed  of  any  sun'aca  water  body  used  as  a  dr.nking  water  suppiy? 
Yes No_X 

Are  there  any  public  or  private  dnnking  water  weils  within  a  1/2-miie  radius  of  the  proposed  project? 
Yes No^i 

Explanation  and  Source: 
see  explanation  at  C.l. 


6.  Might  the  operation  of  the  project  result  In  any  increased  consumption  of  water?     Yea     X  jvIq 


Approximate  consumption  145  ,000gallnn<  per  day.  Likely  water  sQuree(s)  City  of  Boston  Water   Supply 
£zp/anarion  and  Source:  System, 

(source:      Cosentini  Associates,  1981  Reuse  Analysis) 


7.  Does  the  project  involve  any  dredging?     Yes No 

If  Yes,  indicate: 

Quantity  of  material  to  be  dredged 

Quality  of  material  lo  be  dredged 

Proposed  method  of  dredging 

Proposed  disposal  sites. 


Proposed  season  of  year  for  dredging 

Er.piana:ion  and  Source: 

No  construction   in  the  water   beyond  the  existing  "fully.  tJeveloped  pier 
site    is   anticipated. 
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:  .ne  project  affect  the  air  quality  in  the  projea  area  or  the  immediately  adjacent  area? 

.,  ^ No 

_,,_.--«  rype  and  source  of  any  pollution  emission  from  the  project  site.. 


itationary  sources  (from  HVAC  equipment)   and  ambient  sources  from 
:iar  traffic. 


2.  A.-e  there  any  sensitive  receptors  (e.g..  hospitals,  schools,  residential  areas)  which  would  be  affected  by  any 
po.Iution  emissions  caused  by  the  project,  including  construction  dust?     Yes  ____    No     X 

£i;/ona;)on  and  Source: 

-urrounding  area  consists  of  related  port  industrial  and  office  uses,  parking 

..-.:;  ar.d  some  restaurants. 


■    :  csccess  to  the  project  area  be  primarily  by  automobile?     Vgg     X  No 

:i  '-.zr.be  any  special  provisions  now  planned  for  pedestrian  access,  carpooling,  buses  and  other  mass  transit. 

.   service   is  presently  provided  to  the  Pier  along  Northern  Avenue  by  the  MBTA. 

sedition,   Massport  runs  a  shuttle   for  employees  of  the   area  to  encourage  the 
?  of  remote  parking  and  avoid   lunchtime  use  of  cars.      With  new  development 

added   shuttle   to  dovmtown  and  to  South  Station  aure  anticipated.   A  ferry 
^-ross  the  Harbor  to  the  airport    Is   tO  be  considered. 


^-  -  -'I  the  project  result  in  the  neneration  of  noise?     Yes      X         No  ^_^_ 
^:'ar.ct'.on  and  Source: 
••*:iude  any  source  of  noise  during  construction  or  operation,  e.g.,  engine  exhaust,  pile  driving,  traffic) 

-'---irces  of  noise  include  potential  partial  demolition  euid  potential  pile  driving 
s-ie  during  the  construction  phase  and  continued  vehicle  access  during  operation 
-'  the  new  development.  - 


"'»  iherc  any  sensitive  receptors  (e.g..  hospitals,  schools,  residential  areas)  ahic.h  would  be  arfecied  '::■  my 
"•"s*  caused  by  the  project?     Ves No      X 

^";r/cnor.'on  end  Source: 

-^••-'  explanation  at  G.2. 
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Solid  VVo^ie 

1.  Mignt  ihc  pro)CC.  general*  lolid  waste?     Yea      ^  No  ____ 

Eipianaiion  and  Source* 

(Eaiimate  types  and  approximate  amounts  of  urnste  materials  generated,  e.g..  industrial,  domestic  hospital. 

ic-xage  sludge,  construction  debris  from  demolished  structures.) 

Solid  waste  will   be  generated  by  potential  office,   hotel,    exhibition   and 
restaurant   users   and  will   be   handled   through  contract   for   disposal.      Disposal 
of  construction  debris   from  roof  replacement  and  potential   selective  demolition 
will   be  the  responsibility  of  the  developer  emd  contractors  under  agreement 
with  Massport. 


Aesthetics 

1.  Might  lite  project  cause  a  change  in  the  visual  character  of  the  project  area  or  its  environs? 
Yes_Jl_  No 

Ers/crction  ond  Source;  The  Pier  is  currently  in  deteriorating  condition.   The  roof 
needs  full  replacement,  portions  of  the  facade  have  been  poorly  renovated,  some 
substructural  work  is  needed  cmd  the  stone  facing  on  the  headhouse  is  deteriorating. 
Fender  piles  along  the  apron  will  also  need  to  be  replaced.   Consequently,  rede- 
velopment of  the  Pier  will  provide  an  opportunity  for  restoration  of  the  1912 
Beaux  Arts  Headhouse  and  the  facades  of  the  Pier  sheds  as  well.   Design  of  the  long 
facade  to  accommodate  new  interior  uses  euid  restoration  of  the  headhouse  will  be 
subject  to  careful  historic  review. 

2.  Are  there  any  proposed  structures  u.hich  might  be  considered  incompatible  with  existing  adjacent  structures 
■  in  the  vicinity  in  terms  of  size,  physical  proponion  and  scale,  or  significant  differences  in  land  use? 

Yes NoJ$ 

ETp/cnarion  end  Source: 

The   structure  and  views  of  the   structure  are  amticipated  to  rentain  essentially 
the   same.      Any  demolition  of  portions  of  one  of  the  three   shed   structures   is 
anticipated  to  be   interior  to  the   site.      Construction  of  new  structures  within 
the   site,    if  any,    will  be   sensitive  to  the  proportion  and   scale   of  the   existing 
structure. 

3.  V.ight  ;he  protect  impair  visual  access  to  waten'roni  or  other  scenic  areas?     Yes No    ^ 

E.-p/cncfion  end  Source: 

No  change   in  visual  access  to  the  waterfront  is  anticipated. 


;ntJ  one  Sn.-ldo-.v 

Migiii  ihc  prcji^ct  cnii^c  •x-.nd  And  shadow  Imp.Tc^s  on  arijnccii  rrrotrcrTics?      VVs -      *'"  

Z:.i:!ntutiion  mi  Source: 

No  new  construction  with  wind  or  shadow  effects  on  adjacent  properties  is 
anticipated.   In  addition  to  the  considerable  distance  from_  surrounding 
struct'ores,  any  new  building  on  Commonwealth  Pier  will  be  'subject  to  FAA 
height  limitations. 


216 


p.  10 


IV.     CONSISTENCY  WITH  PRESILNT  PLANNING 

A.  Describe  any  Unou/n  conflicts  or  inconsisiencn  with  current  federal,  state  and  local  land  use.  transportation. 
opt;n  space,  recreation  and  environmental  plans  and  policies.  Consult  with  local  or  regional  planning  authorities 
where  appropriate. 

The  proposed  development  is  consistent  with  Massport  plans  for  port  development. 
No  conflicts  with  any  other  existing  plans  eire  known  at  this  time. 


7.  ti:;d::iss  a^s  ciaTI-icaticm 

A.    "he    notice    of    iscanc    c"o    file    this     fora   has    bean/vill    be 
published    is    Che    following    newspaper(s)     : 

(Name)     South  Boston  Tribune (3a£e)     5/29/81 

Boston   Globe 


3.    This    fora   has    beer,    circulazad    co    all    agencies    and 
persons    as    required    bv    Appendix    3. 

5/21/81  Thomas  M.   Galvin      /Z^>a^-^  m    -tUj^C^.^^ 

Dace  Signature    of    Responsible    Officer 

or    Project    Proponent 

Thomas  M.   Galvin, 


Nase       (princ    or    cype) 

Massachusetts  Port  Authority 
Address       99  High  Street 

Boston,  Mass.  02110 
-  Taleohone    Nuaber  482-2930 


Dace 


Sigr.  acure  of  person  prapan: 
(if  different  fron  above) 


Ma. -36  (princ  or 
Address  

T  e  1  a  p  h  o  n  e  ;•'  a  m  o  a  : 


Co. 


Core 


•'7//  .V:--  -^w  ■'  %  ... 


>  W'^ 


EDWARD   J     KING 

Governor 

JOHN     A      BEWICK 

Secretary 


&x€cutci^    ^/Ttce   of  &nv<yc)tmc?i^a/  S^/in(ri 

SSoiCon,    ^{ai!^ac/i(cielL   02202 

CERTIFICATE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 
ON 


ENVIRONMENTAL  NOTIFICATION  FORM 


PROJECT  NAME: 
PROJECT  LOCATION: 


Commonwealth  Pier  Five  -  Mixed  Use 
Development 

Boston 


EOEA  NUMBER: 


4133 


PROJECT  PROPONENT: 

DATE  NOTICED  IN  MONITOR: 


Massachusetts  Poet  h 
June  22,  1981 


Pursuant  to  M.G.L.,  Chapter  30,  Section  62A,  and  Section  10.04(9)  of  the 
Regulations  Governing  the  Implementation  of  the  Massachusetts  Environmental 
Policy  Act,  I  hereby  determine  that  the  above  referenced  project  does  require 
an  Environmental  Impact  Report. 


DATE 


l_:2^JL 


'^   ^.    iA/k^^,AJfi^^^ 


IN)  A.   CEWICK,    SECRETA 
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Scope 
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EDWARD- J    KING 
GOVEBNOR 

JOHN    A.     BEWICK 
SECRETARY 


SSoilon,    Ufaiiac/uiSel^:^   02202 

DETERMINATION  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 
OF 
SCOPE  AND  ALTERNATIVES 
FOR 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 


PROJECT  NAME: 

PROJECT  LOCATION: 

EOEA  NUMBER: 

PROJECT  PROPONENT: 

DATE  NOTICED  IN  MONITOR: 


Commonwealth  Pier   Five  -  Mixed   Use 
Development 

Boston 


4133 

Massachusetts   Port  Authority 

June  22,   1981 


Pursuant  to  Massachusetts  General  Laws,  Chapter  30,  Section  62A,  and  Section 
10.04(1)  of  the  Regulations  Governing  the  Implementation  of  the  Massachusetts 
Environmental  Policy  Act,  I  hereby  issue  the  attached  determination  of  scope  and 
alternatives  for  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  on  the  above  referenced  project. 

SCOPE  OF  ISSUES 


Traffic 


d   include  the  project  site,   ^r\^  critical]/ 
the  Central.  Arterv  from  Hiah  StreeL  and 


The  minimal    study  area   should   includi 

imoacted   areas     particularly  the  Central.  Arterv  from  Hiah  StreeL  and 
Northern  Avenue  to  Southampton  Street,   and   inc^ludinq^any  ',iOlential 
traffic    impacts  on  South  Boston  residen^f^r^l    areas.     Local    streets  would 
include  Northern  Avenue,   Conqress  Street.   Cummer   Street.   West   Fourth 
Street  and  Andrew  Square. 
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b.  The  traffic   data   should    include:      Existina   traffic  ,volumPS  and  ripsrription 
of  duration  and   extent  of  any  current   traffic   problems   in  the  studv  area. 

Traffic   data   should   include  daily  volumes,  as  well   as   peak  AM  and  PM  periods, 

Projected   base   (background)   traffic  volumes   for   the  desian  v^r   fc.    1985) 
of  the  project,    including   the  Naval    Annpx  dpvelonment  and  an  allowance 
for  reasonable  traffic   growtn   in  the  area   from  Massport  and  other  develop- 
ments which  are  wery   imminent  for  the  1981-85  period. 

Projected   traffic  volumes  with  developed   Commonwealth  Pier   5. 

c.  Tr,tpr<;pr+inn? .  wpaves,  merges  anri  ramps   should   be  evaluated   for  traffic 
capacity  and   extent  ot  congestion.     The  relationship  betwepn  existing  and 
projected   traffic  volumes  or  demand   should   be  clearly  stated   in  quantiva- 
tive  terms. 

d.  Parking:      existing  and   proposed  conditions. 

e.  Mass  transit  access  or  other  forms  of  reduced  volumes  of  individual  vehicles 
in  the  area;  other  mitigating  measures  to  reduce  peak  period  tra.'fic  genera- 
tion. Options  for  water  access  by  ferry  or  private  boats,  tr  St'ith  Station, 
Long  Wh.^rf,   P.owes  Wharf,  or  other  locations. 

2         Ai -   Pollution 

An  air   pollution  assessment  using  the  nomograph  method  and   existing  dai'i  on 
background   Carbon  Monoxide  levels   should   be  adequate,   when  used   in  conjunction 
with  traffic  data . 

3.       Historical 


A  description  of  the  building   history  and  National    Register  status  and   the 
implications   for  development  should   be  included.   The  Free  Trade  Zone  designation 
and   its   implications  for  development  should   be  discti  .sed. 

Maritime  Activities 

The  EIR  should  contain  a  description  of  past  and   present  maritime  activities 
at  the  site.     Each  development  option  should   include  an  analysis  of  the 
opportunities   to   include  additional   maritime  uses  as   part  of  the  project. 

Public  Access. 

The  EIR  should  describe  the  existing  levels  of  public  access   to  Comfnonwesl  th 
Pier,   and  adjacent  harbor  front  areas.     The  need   for   increasing   public  access 
should   be  reviewed.     Different  design  configurations   promoting   pedestrian 
access   to  the  water  should   be  examined  as  a   part  of  each  development  alternacive. 
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6.       Public   Utilities 


-  A  review  of  available  water  ana'  sewer  lines  and  capacities   should   be  part  of 
the  EIR,   as  well    as   proposals  to   improve  or  compensate  for  any  adverse  condi- 
tions resulting   from  the  development. 

ALTERNATIVES 

1.  The  No-Build  alternative  for  comparison   (including  repairs   to  maintain  existing 
activities. 

2.  The  proposed  development  option  described    in  the   ENF. 

3.  At  least  one  alternative  which  emphasizes  different   building  massing  and   stresses 
greater  maritime  activities  and   public   access   to   the  Waterfront. 

4.  (Optional)   Any  variation  or  modification  to   the  origianl    proposal   which  the 
proponent  wishes   to   include. 

The  draft  report   should   include  a   copy  of  this   scope,   as  well    as   the  Envii  .>nmeni.r,  ^ 
Notification   Form,     and   should   be.-  ci'-culated   to  a"*!    parties    involved   in  the  scjping 
process   to  date. 

SGM:SK:jt 


?  ':^2  /  St VL^J  C.  ^^(^^^A 

DATE  D^itLW  A.    BEWICK,   SECRETAR 
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Certificate  on  the  Draft  EIR 


•  D   J     KING 


(9xcrufii:r.    C //frr    c/  ( j/nn'<  jn/ir/i/<i/    •^■//j'ufjj 

l&^/ov,    .  ffaiS„Mu/h    C22P2 

CERTIFICATC  OF    illL"   SECRETARY   Of   ErJVIRCNMENTAl.   AFFAIRS 
ON 

DRAFT    ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACT   REPORT 


PKQJECT   NAME: 
PROJECT   LOCATION: 
EOEA  f^UMBER: 


Commonwealth   Pier   5 

Boston 

4133 


PROJECT  PROPONENT: 

DATE   NOTICED    IN  MONITOR: 


Massport 
July  8,   1982 


The  Secretary  of   Environmental   Affairs   herein   issues   a   st<ne:'ierit    tliat    '.ho 
Dr-Tft  Environmental    Impact  Report   suLiiiiittcd   on   the   above   referenced   project   '1.  lS 
adequately  and   properly  comply  with  Massacfuiset  ts   (General    Laws,    Chaptei-  3'i, 
Section  '-.''-Gri!    inclu-.ive,    and    the   rofjul  o  t.inns    ii'.pl  ement  u;n   •■lEPA. 

TRAFFIC 

The  MEPA  staff  analysis  of  the  traffic  portion  of  the  EIR  is  still  in 
preparation,  and  will  be  forwarded  to  Massport  and  its  consultants  shortly. 

AIR  QUALITY 

The  Scope  suggested  that  nomographic  assessment  of  air  pollution  impacts  would 
be  adequate.  This  was  in  error,  as  nomographic  analysis  is  not  appropriate  for  crowded 
urban  intersections.  The  error  was  recognized  by  the  proponent's  consultants 
and  DEQE  while  the  DEIR  was  in  preparation,  and  in  June  or  earlier  the  MEPA  office 
advised  Massport  that  computer  monitoring  acceptable  to  DEQE  would  in  fact  be 
required . 


FORM  D 
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The  proponent  and  DEQE  have  agreed  upon  appropriate  analysis,  and  this  office 
approves  of  the  interesections  selected  (see  comments).  Modelling  results  will 
be  included  in  the  Final  EIR.  If  any  exceedances  of  NAAQS  are  projected,  miti- 
gating measures  to  correct  them  must  be  evaluated. 

PUBLIC  ACCESS 

In  comments  on  the  ENF,  the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Program  requested  public 
walkways  around  the  outer  edges  of  the  Pier.  Similar  concerns  for  public  access 
were  raised  by  MAPC  and  the  City  of  Boston,  and  the  Scope  called  for  examination 
of  design  configurations  promoting  pedestrian  access  to  the  waterfront. 

The  Draft  EIR  gave  a  weak  and  conditional  response  to  these  concerns.  No 
reason  has  been  given  why  full  and  free  pedestrian  access  cannot  be  totally 
compatible  with  the  "functions"  of  the  apron  which  are  vaguely  referred  to  on 
p.  89.   Page  90  suggests  that  matters  of  public  access  should  be  worked  out 
during  design  stages.  The  issue  is  too  important  to  be  left  for  later;  the 
Final  EIR  should  contain  a  sound  public  access  plan  so  that  reviewing  agencies 
may  ascertain  that  the  project  will  enhance  waterfront  access. 

HOTEL 

The  ENF  proposed   100  rooms  of  2-story  hotel    space  on  80,000  square   feet. 
The  BOSCOM  proposal   would  contain  a    500-room  hotel,   occupying  316,000   square 
feet  of  space.     The  DEIR  contains   inadequate  information  on  the  height  and 
massing  of  the  hotel    --   p.   31    suggests   that  the  hotel   will    be  lower  than  the 
headhouse;   the  model    depicted  on  p.   30  suggests  otherwise. 

This  office  believes   that     the  scale,   and   especially  the  height,  of  new 
construction  on  Boston's  waterfront  must   be  carefully  controlled   to   preserve 
the  character  of  the  city.     Repetitions  of  Harbour  Towers  would   be  most  unfortun- 
ate,  and   the  elimination   from  Massport's   proposal    of  the  14-story  office  tower   is 
a   good   thing.     However,   as  observed  by  the  proposed  developers  of  Piers   1,   2, 
&  3,   the  100-room  hotel    which  was   scoped   has  mushroomed   to  a   500-room  hotel,   and 
the  proposed  restaurant   space  could  exceed   by  a   factor  of  2  1/2  the  size  of 
Anthony's   Pier  4.     This   suggests   that  these  uses  are  no  longer  ancillary  to 
the  trade  mart,   but  are  becoming  a   dominant  aspect  of  the   project.      The   Final 
EIR  should   go    into   greater  detail    on   the   hotel /restuarant    proposal.   What 
percentage  of  rooms   will    be   planned    for   trade  mart   purposes?     Will    they  be 
restricted   to  such   purposes?     Will    the  hotel    be  open  to  the  public?     In 
addition,   the  Final    EIR  should  propose  height  limitations   for  the  hotel,  and 
clarify  whether   the  West   Elevation,    p.   31,   is   intended   to   show  the  maximum  scale 
of  the  structure. 

MARITIME  USES;    FOREIGN  TRADE   ZONE 

Several    comments  on  the  ENF  stressed  the   importance  of  maritime  uses   for 
the  pier.     While  Massport  has   provided   for  the  uses  which  currently  exist,    it 
is   important  that  development  of  the  pier   --   particularly  structural   work  done, 
and   the  terms  of  the  lease  to   FMR  --   preserve  opportunities   for  expansion  of 
maritime  uses,   should   further  demand  develop. 

Despite  a   number  of  comments  and  Massport's   initial    proposal    for  development, 
the  BOSCOM  project  does   nothing  to  capitalize  on  the  designation  of  the  pier  as 
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a  Foreign  Trade  Zone.  Massport  has  done  little  to  exploit  the  present  designation 
(40,000  s.f.  of  warehousing  is  the  only  FTZ  activity),  and  there  is  no  reason 
to  believe  that  BOSCOM  would  be  able  to  put  to  use  the  FTZ  status,  despite  the 
supposition  put  forward  on  p.  86.  The  FEIR  should  confirm  this  unfortunate 
conclusion,  or  demonstrate  otherwise. 

IMPACT  ON  AIR  SPACE 

Due  to  the  importance  of  the  issues  raised  by  the  Mass.  Aeronautics  Commission 
the  Final  EIR  should  address  them.  (Had  MAC  commented  on  the  ENF,  these  issues 
would  have  been  included  in  the  Scope). 

NOISE 

The  expansion  of   the  hotel    component  of  the   project  warrants   expansion  of 
the  issues   scoped,   to   include  noise.     At  the  August  2  briefing   (at  which  all 
conversation   frequently  had  to   be  halted  as   planes   took  off  on  Runway  27)  the 
statement  was  made  that  Runway  27  use  is   heaviest  during  the  summer  months. 
This  we  understand  to   be  incorrect. 

The   Final    EIR  should   present  data,   by  month,  on  average  daily  number  of 
Runway  27  departures  .      It  should   present  external    Lmax   noise  levels  during 
Runway  27  departures  at  the  apron  and   headhouse  ends  of  Pier  5.      In  addition,    it 
should  discuss   noise-proofing  techniques  and  specifications   both   for  the  hotel 
and   for  the  trade  mart,   and   predict  what  reduction   in  Lmax  may  be  expected   from 
each,   at  various   levels  within  the  building(s).     The   FEIR  should   briefly  discuss 
whether  and  how  orientation  of  the  hotel   would  be  expected  to  affect  interior 
noise  levels . 
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STAFF  REPORT  ON  TRAFFIC  IMPACTS  : 
COMMONWEALTH  PIER  5  DEVELOPMENT   (Draft  EIR) 


Prepared  by  Stephen  H.  Kaiser, 

Principal  Civil  Engineer 
MEPA  Unit   August  1982 


The  analysis  of  traffic-related  impacts  in  the  area  of 
Commonwealth  Pier  in  South  Boston  is  generally  responsive  to  the  MEPA 
scope,  except  in  two  instances.  While  a  comprehensive  description  of 
traffic  generation  from  development  in  the  area  over  the  period  1982-1987 
is  Included,  any  allowance  for  development  at  South  Station  is  not  Included 
in  the  analysis.  In  fairness  to  the  proponent,  the  documentation  for  the 
various  proposals  at  South  Station  is  in  a  shambles,  with  no  single  document 
indicating  how  much  traffic  will  be  generated  from  the  numerous  elements 
of  the  overall  development.  Total  South  Station  traffic  projections 
developed  in  past  years  have  suffered  from  a  lack,  of  substantiating 
documentation,  and  from  numerous  changes  in  the  development/parking  packages 
which  have  made  the  traffic  documentation  effectively  obsolete. 

To  correct  the  situation,  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority, 
which  has  overall  planning  responsibility  for  the  South  Station  area, 
should  provide  information  to  Massport  and  its  consultants,  so  that  the 
amount  of  1987  traffic  generation  from  South  Station  alone  can  be  assessed. 
At  a  minimum,  the  reader  should  have  this  information  to  assist  in 
evaluating  the  significance  of  the  Draft  EIR  traffic  analyses  including  or 
excluding  the  effects  of  South  Station  development. 

While  some  of  the  traffic  from  the  South  Station  garage  and  bus 
station  will  be  utilizing  ramp  connections  to  the  Central  Artery  and 
Southeast  Expressway,  other  traffic  movements  will  be  required  to  use 
surface  streets.  Furthermore,  heavy  pedestrian  traffic  to  and  from  South 
station  will  affect  the  traffic  signal  time  available  for  surface  traffic 
flow. 

The  second  major  omission  is  the  failure  to  consider  the  effaces 
of  traffic  growth  on  the  Central  Artery,  despite  the  specific  wording  of  the 
scope  :  "The  minimal  study  area  should  include  ...  critically  impacted 
areas,  particularly  the  Central  Artery  from  High  Street  and  Northern  Avenue 
to  Southampton  Street."  This  analysis  was  not  included  in  the  Draft  EIR. 
Because  the  Central  Artery  includes  the  key  flow  constraints  (or 
bottlenecks)  in  the  system,  this  omission  is  significant.  The  Final  EIR 
must  deal  with  the  traffic  growth  impacts  on  the  Central  Artery. 

Several  improvements  to  the  roadway  system  are  listed  in  Figure 
A-14  on  page  145.  Do  any  of  them  have  any  effect  on  traffic  flow, 
particularly  in  dealing  with  traffic  bottlenecks? 
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MEMORANDUM 


Karen  Alschuler 

Sam  MygattVCO 

Steve  Kaiser 

September  1,  1982 

Additional  Traffic  analysis  relative  to  Final  EIR 
for  Commonwealth  Pier  5   (EOEA  //  4133) 


In  the  MEPA  comments  on  the  Draft  EIR  for  Commonwealth  Pier,  we 
noted  that  the  original  scope  for  the  study  area  included  the  Central 
Artery,  yet  the  report  considered  only  the  adjacent  intersections,  not 
traffic  on  the  Artery  itself.  When  this  discrepancy  was  pointed  out, 
MassPort  and  the  consultants  wondered  whether  they  would  be  required  to  do 
an  extensive  study  of  the  Central  Artery.  After  further  discussion  of  the 
nature  of  traffic  problems  around  the  Northern  Avenue/South  Station  area,  I 
feel  the  following  clarifications  are  in  order  : 

1.  The  traffic  impacts  on  the  Central  Artery  should  be  summarized  by 
indicating  the  existing  and  future  volumes  on  the  artery  and  its  ramps, 
based  on  available  data  and  forecasts  included  in  the  draft  EIR. 

2.  The  various  ramps  should  be  described  in  terms  of  their  current  queuing 
and  the  likely  effect  on  queues  resulting  from  future  growth.  The  nature 
of  the  traffic  bottlenecks  should  be  described  :  whether  ramps  or 
intersections  providing  access  to  ramps  would  be  the  key  controls  on 
traffic  flow. 

3.  The  effect  of  traffic  growth  may  take  the  effect  of  directly  increased 
queuing  or  on  diversions  of  traffic  to  other  routes.  The  report  should 
assess  the  most  likely  traffic  response  and  congestion  result.  Where 
some  uncertaintly  in  estimates  occurs,  a  range  of  results  could  be 
cited. 
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